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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. COLLINS).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 19, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MAC COL-
LINS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend James

David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We know, O God, how we strive to
gain influence and extend our ideas and
we know too that Your word calls us to
see the needs of others. We admit that
excessive pride demands victory in all
things but Your word calls us to do jus-
tice and speak the truth. We acknowl-
edge that we can see more clearly the
evil in another person but can miss the
selfishness in our own hearts. O gra-
cious God, our creator and our guide,
we pray Your spirit will lead us in the
way of justice and reconciliation and
with a greater understanding may we
walk faithfully along the road of peace.
In Your holy name we pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)

come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4. An act to declare it to be the policy
of the United States to deploy a national
missile defense.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 39. An act to provide a national medal
for public safety officers who act with ex-
traordinary valor above and beyond the call
of duty, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 95–521, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, appoints Patricia Mack
Bryan, of Virginia, as Senate Legal
Counsel, effective as of June 1, 1999, for
a term of service to expire at the end of
the One Hundred Seventh Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public law 105–341, the
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic
Leader, announces the appointment of
the following individuals to the Wom-
en’s Progress Commemoration Com-
mission:

Joan Doran Hedrick, of Connecticut;
Lisa Perry, of New York; and
Virginia Driving Hawk Sneve, of

South Dakota.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minutes per
side.
f

UNITED WE STAND, DIVIDED WE
FALL

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, Lincoln
once said, ‘‘United we stand, divided we
fall.’’ Well, that old adage is quite ap-
propriate to the Kosovo crisis, and I
am sure Mr. Milosevic understands it
very well.

Just take a look at NATO. The Brit-
ish are calling for ground troops and a
summer invasion of Yugoslavia; while
the Germans, the Finns, and the
Italians are openly opposed to ground
troops and are engaged in a hectic
peacekeeping effort calling for a pause
in the NATO bombing.

Meanwhile, the European Union lead-
ers met with Russian delegates with
very little progress, and no signs of any
agreement on how to proceed.

Now, on the other hand, the Clinton
administration may or may not be op-
posed to ground troops. It certainly
does not support a bombing pause.
Now, is anyone else confused?

Mr. Speaker, one week ago 11 Mem-
bers of Congress, both Democrats and
Republicans, tried to provide the ad-
ministration with a simple framework
for peace in Kosovo, in complete co-
operation with the Russian Duma. The
administration, however, came out
whining about freelance diplomacy, but
sadly they have completely missed the
point.

Our bipartisan effort is simply an at-
tempt to get the Clinton administra-
tion and the rest of NATO singing off
the same sheet of music, and to bring
solidarity, consensus, and a peaceful
conclusion to this confusing crisis.
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EVERY DIPLOMATIC OPPORTUNITY

SHOULD BE PURSUED TO END
WAR IN YUGOSLAVIA
(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, there is
a drumbeat in Washington this morn-
ing, as there has been a drumbeat in
London, where troops are being advo-
cated to be sent to Kosovo and into the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia for pur-
poses of winding up this war.

I think it is an important moment to
reflect, as British officials are visiting
this country today, as to whether or
not it is in the best interest of our
country to not just be talking about
ground troops but to even have the
thought of an expanded war in which
the lives of our young people, of our
sons and daughters, would be put at
risk.

I say that instead of talking about
the possibility of an expanded war, we
should begin aggressively to pursue
peace. We should look for every diplo-
matic opportunity to bring an end to
this war, to stop the conflict, to stop
the bombing, to begin the withdrawal
of the Serbian troops, to stop the mili-
tary activities of the KLA, to begin the
repatriation of the refugees, to give
them a chance to go home.

This has to be done diplomatically
with international armed peacekeeping
troops. We cannot win this war mili-
tarily. We have to bring an end to it
diplomatically.
f

THE CLINTON-GORE ADMINISTRA-
TION IS REFUSING TO PROVIDE
ADEQUATE HEALTH CARE FOR
OUR SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. WICKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, why is
the Clinton administration short-
changing Medicare? Under the Clinton-
Gore leadership, the executive branch’s
Health Care Financing Administration
is refusing to spend money which is
desperately needed by our Nation’s el-
derly population and which has been
authorized under the Balanced Budget
Act. This amounts to an astonishing
$20 billion this administration is with-
holding from the most deserving mem-
bers of our society: retired Americans
who are suffering from illness.

There is a lot of discussion in this
town about abiding by the caps of the
Balanced Budget Act, and I support the
idea of requiring our appropriation
bills to follow the budget. But when
the Congress and the President enact a
statute that says funds are needed to
ensure the health of our country’s
greatest generation, HCFA has an obli-
gation to abide by the law.

It is a scandal that the Clinton-Gore
administration is refusing to provide
adequate health care for our senior
citizens.

AMERICA GIVES, GIVES, GIVES TO
RUSSIA AND RUSSIA TAKES,
TAKES, TAKES

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, a
classified report says, and I quote, Rus-
sia is spying on NATO and America.
The report goes on and says Russia has
recruited spies and is sabotaging our
activities in the Balkans. Now, if that
is not enough to scorch your Apache,
Russia is passing on our secrets to
Milosevic. Unbelievable. Think about
it. America gives, gives, gives to Rus-
sia. Russia takes, takes, takes; then
stabs us right in the back.

Beam me up. I say Russia is a bunch
of ingrates that should not get one
more penny from Uncle Sam. Finally I
say, after the bombing is over, let Rus-
sia go in with their rubles and rebuild
Yugoslavia, not Uncle Sam.

f

THE QUESTION ARISES, WHAT
WAS THIS PRESIDENT OPPOSED
TO IN VIETNAM?

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
read a quote made recently by retired
three star General Tom Griffin, at-
tempting to understand our involve-
ment in Yugoslavia. I quote: ‘‘Now let’s
see here if I understand all this cor-
rectly. President Clinton has ordered
our forces to engage an entrenched, po-
litically motivated enemy backed by
the Russians, on their home ground, in
a foreign civil war, in difficult terrain,
with limited military objectives, bomb-
ing restrictions, boundary and oper-
ational restrictions, queasy allies, far
across the ocean, with uncertain goals,
without prior consultation with Con-
gress, the potential for escalation,
while limiting the forces at his dis-
posal, and the majority of Americans
opposed to or at least uncertain about
the value of the action being worth
American lives,’’ end quote.

When we review history, the question
arises, what was this President opposed
to in Vietnam? Are we going to learn
from the history of the 1960s?

f

IF WE HAVE THE POWER TO
BOMB, THEN WE HAVE THE
POWER TO SETTLE THIS WAR IN
YUGOSLAVIA

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, there has been a lot of finger
pointing with the tragedy of Littleton,
Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today I an-
nounce a proposal for ‘‘give a child a
chance’’ omnibus mental health serv-
ices bill for our children, for there are

many things that we can do, but I be-
lieve that it is important that we lis-
ten to young people and provide them
with school counseling services and
guidance services which will be avail-
able to intervene for children at risk
and others.

Mr. Speaker, as we talk about vio-
lence, let me move quickly to a subject
and join my colleague in asking for a
cessation in the bombing. I have asked
the President for three days, 72 hours,
in order to begin talks on a negotiated
settlement over the Kosova conflict.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we can win. I
supported the air strike. I certainly did
not support the bill yesterday that was
throwing good money after bad, $15 bil-
lion, although I supported it before for
the refugees and military pay increase.
If one has the power, they need to use
it right. We need to go to the nego-
tiated settlement table right now and
deal with the request or the needs of
the NATO allies and begin to send refu-
gees back home.

When I went to the refugee camps in
Macedonia, they said one thing to me:
Promise to help us go back home. And
that was my promise. If we have the
power to bomb, then we have the power
to settle this.

We need to be at the table of settle-
ment, the negotiated settlement with
Mr. Milosevic. It has nothing to do
with whether he is a war criminal.
That is another matter. Let us get a
negotiated settlement and stop this
conflict now. It is time now to stop the
bombing and begin to discuss the way
to really get our refugees back home
and bring our military personnel back
home.
f

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION
SHORTCHANGING SENIORS

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, why is
the Clinton administration short-
changing our seniors? Here is a story
we will not be hearing much in the
mainstream media. The administration
is spending $20 billion a year less on
Medicare than Congress authorized and
provided under the 1997 Balanced Budg-
et Act. My colleagues heard that right,
and let me repeat it. The administra-
tion is hoarding $20 billion a year from
the funds the Republican Congress pro-
vided under the current law.

Skeptical? I encourage my colleagues
to give a call over to their friendly
HCFA offices and verify these numbers
for themselves. One can hardly grasp
the irony of the startling facts. The
same administration that has run mil-
lions and millions of dollars in decep-
tive Medicare TV ads aimed at scaring
seniors is now found to be short-
changing the same seniors they claim
to care so much about.

We cannot blame seniors for becom-
ing cynical about this administration’s
constant willingness to play politics
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with Medicare. Do our seniors not de-
serve better?

f

ADMINISTRATION CUTS MEDICARE
BY REFUSING TO SPEND THE
MONEY

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, my
friend, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER) points out yet another
way in which the Clinton-Gore team
says one thing and does another. In-
deed, to use the rhetoric of Mediscare
from 1996, in essence Mr. Clinton, Mr.
Gore and their liberal allies have cut
Medicare by $20 billion by refusing to
spend the money.

I suppose it will come as no great
surprise to the pundits and those in
town here engaged in spin, because we
have a credibility canyon of people
saying one thing and doing another.

b 1015

That is why, Mr. Speaker, not only in
terms of defending our seniors, but for
all Americans in terms of national se-
curity, this House should release the
Cox Committee Report so that we can
get to the bottom of Chinese espionage
and transfers of technology, not to en-
gage in spin and double-talk, as some
do at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue, but because the American peo-
ple deserve the facts, and free people in
a constitutional society have the right
to a common defense and a sound na-
tional security.

Let us end this breach of credibility.
Let us heal that breach and give the
American people straight answers.

f

BUCKLE UP AND DRIVE SAFELY

(Mr. CUMMINGS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today during National Transportation
Week to discuss the safety of our Na-
tion’s children. As a father of a four-
year-old, this issue hits home for me.

I am a strong advocate of child pas-
senger safety laws, but sadly, not all of
America’s drivers are. Listen to the
statistics. Each year, 1,800 children
ages 14 and under are killed. More than
280,000 are injured. An average of 24
children 10 years and under die every
week. Why is this happening? We are
not protecting our children. Six out of
10, or 60 percent, of the children who
die in automobile crashes are unre-
strained. No seat belt, no car seat.

Mr. Speaker, the law is clear. All
children must be buckled up at all
times. As parents and drivers, let us
demonstrate a commitment to pro-
tecting our youth. I urge my colleagues
to buckle up and travel safely.

DEMOCRATS MAKE MEDICARE
POLITICAL ISSUE

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, let us face it. The Clinton adminis-
tration sure does talk a good game
about Medicare, but now there is even
more evidence that the administration
and their liberal defenders in Congress
are only paying lip service to the sen-
iors they claim to champion.

First, they shot down, for political
reasons, their own bipartisan Commis-
sion on Medicare Reform. They said,
you can kiss Medicare reform goodbye
in this Congress because the Democrats
need to make it a political issue in the
2000 election. After all, what would an
election be without Democrats scaring
seniors with demagoguery about Medi-
care? Mr. Speaker, do not take my
word for it. Just ask the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana in the other
body about the Medicare Commission
and why the White House will not even
look at it.

Now we learn that the administra-
tion is shortchanging seniors to the
tune of $20 billion in this year alone
from the Medicare program. Hard to
believe? Well, ask the hospitals and the
seniors if it is true or not.

This administration is spending $20
billion less than authorized by law. Our
seniors deserve better.

f

REPUBLICAN MEDICARE AND SO-
CIAL SECURITY PLAN SAVES
MORE FOR SENIORS

(Mr. COOKSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican plan saves $100 billion more
for Social Security and Medicare com-
pared to the Clinton plan. Now, this
one is going to be awfully difficult for
the Democrats to spin, to deny, or to
demagogue.

Do not get me wrong, this will not
stop them from trying. But the num-
bers are there for all to see. They are
on the Internet. They are on the record
at the Congressional Budget Office, or
the CBO. In fact, even a generation of
children growing up on rain forest
math, whole math, and arithmetic
through self-esteem could probably fig-
ure out the truth about the Republican
budget.

The Republican budget saves $100 bil-
lion more for Social Security and
Medicare over the next 10 years than
the Clinton budget does. Mr. Speaker,
$1.8 trillion is locked away from Social
Security and Medicare by the GOP
plan.

Under the Clinton plan, $1.3 billion is
promised, but not locked away, for So-
cial Security and Medicare, and the

kicker is that the Clinton plan con-
tains $350 billion in new Medicare IOUs,
a bad deal for seniors.

f

AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT HON-
ESTY AND INTEGRITY FROM
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES

(Mr. HILL of Montana asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker,
the book that I am holding up came
from the Library of Congress, and it is
entitled Honest Graft. It is written by
Brooks Jackson, and it documents the
influence-peddling and the soft money
abuses of a former Member of Congress
and the former head of the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee.
Largely as a result of the events that
were documented in this book, that
former Member was compelled to re-
sign his seat in the Congress.

The significance of this today is that
that discredited former Member, who
literally invented the soft money
scams and then worked to hide the
truth from the American people, has
been tapped for a new job and that new
job is heading up the Vice President’s
campaign.

To all of my colleagues who have ar-
gued on this floor that we need to re-
form campaign laws, particularly those
on the Democratic side, I say, you need
to join me in speaking out that the
Vice President is making a huge mis-
take. This decision reflects poorly on
his commitment to honesty and integ-
rity, and the American people are cry-
ing out for honesty and integrity in the
candidates for the next President of
the United States.

f

NO AMERICAN BLOOD SPENT ON
THE FIELDS OF KOSOVO

(Mr. MANZULLO asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, our
Nation is on the verge of sending in
ground troops into Kosovo. Just look
at the headlines in today’s Washington
newspapers. Estimates, however, take
between 150,000 and 300,000 ground
troops in Kosovo, with casualties of be-
tween 7 and 12 percent, and 65 percent
of those ground troops would be Ameri-
cans. Casualties of up to 20,000 Ameri-
cans in Kosovo, and who is pushing it?
NATO, many of whose members still
continue to ship oil to Serbia. Who is
pushing it? The Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom who uses the word
‘‘we.’’ His Nation sends 20 airplanes to
Serbia, while the United States sends
over 600.

It is time to negotiate a settlement
now. It is time to stand up and say, the
American people do not want any blood
of American soldiers spent on the fields
of Kosovo.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3302 May 19, 1999
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 1654, NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT
OF 1999
Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 174 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 174
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1654) to au-
thorize appropriations for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for fiscal
years 2000, 2001, and 2002, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. Points of order against con-
sideration of the bill for failure to comply
with clause 4(a) of rule XIII are waived. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Science. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Science now
printed in the bill. The committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read. Points of order against
the amendment for failure to comply with
clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), the ranking member of the
Committee on Rules, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-

olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 174 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1654, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act of 1999.

The purpose of this legislation is to
authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 2000, 2001 and 2002 for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration and for other purposes.

The rule provides for one hour of gen-
eral debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Science. The rule waives points of
orders against consideration of the bill
for failure to comply with clause 4(a) of
rule XIII, requiring a three-day layover
of the committee report.

Additionally, the rule provides that
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Science now printed in the
bill be considered as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment. The rule
provides that the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall
be open for amendment at any point.
The rule further waives points of order
against the amendment in the nature
of a substitute for failure to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI, prohibiting
nongermane amendments.

The Chair is authorized by the rule
to grant priority and recognition to
Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the Congressional
RECORD prior to their consideration.

The rule allows for the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the
bill and to reduce voting time to 5 min-
utes on a postponed question if the
vote follows a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 174 is
a fair and open rule for consideration
of H.R. 1654, the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration Authoriza-
tion Act. It is my understanding that
some Members may wish to offer ger-
mane amendments to this bill, and
under this open rule, they will have
every opportunity to do so.

Mr. Speaker, this seems an appro-
priate week for us to consider this rule
and its underlying bill, H.R. 1654.
Across our Nation, Americans from
every age group and every walk of life
have shown our Nation’s continuing
fascination with the mysteries of
space. Last night as the clock struck 12
o’clock, thousands upon thousands of
people took part in an unprecedented
phenomena across these United States,
lining up to see the sequel to the 22-
year-old movie, Star Wars. But our
country’s fascination with space and
space exploration is rooted as much in
science as it is in science fiction.

Long before anyone heard of George
Lucas or Darth Vader, Americans were
fixated on the small screen in their liv-
ing rooms to bear witness to Alan

Sheppard’s first manned Mercury space
flight and Neil Armstrong’s first steps
on the room. And, baby boomers and
generation-Xers alike shared in two
historic flights, John Glenn’s first
orbit of the Earth aboard Friendship
VII in 1962, and his return to space 36
years later aboard the Shuttle Dis-
covery.

This rule and its underlying bill will
allow NASA and America’s space pro-
gram to move forward with a multi-
national space station.

In addition to our Nation’s contribu-
tion, 15 other countries have invested
$5 billion in the International Space
Station program, and continued U.S.
support will show the world our com-
mitment to the international science
projects. Further, the ISS means over
75,000 American jobs. With this space
station, with moving our space pro-
gram forward, young Americans will
continue to be attracted to fields and
job markets like science and engineer-
ing, areas that are key to making
American industry more competitive
across the globe.

b 1030

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the ranking member,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN) for their hard work on this leg-
islation. I urge my colleagues to both
support this open rule and the under-
lying bill.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 174 is an open rule, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1654, which will authorize
NASA for the next fiscal year.

Although I support the bill, Mr.
Speaker, I do not support waiving the
requirement that committee reports
lay over for 3 days. Even though this is
a good bill, I think Members should
have a chance to examine it before
they have to vote on it. The Committee
on Science report was not even given
to the Democratic members of the
Committee on Rules before our meet-
ing yesterday to report this rule to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, the House has not ex-
actly been working at a breakneck
pace over the last few weeks, so I real-
ly cannot understand why my Repub-
lican colleagues decided not to let us
see this bill in advance.

Lately this seems to be part of the
pattern. Since this Congress began 5
months ago, 12 of the 34 rules we have
considered have contained waivers of
the 3-day layover requirement. That is
one-third of all the rules in the 106th
Congress waiving the 3-day layover re-
quirement.

And, the committee report that we
received in the Committee on Rules did
not even contain some of the things it
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was supposed to contain. It was sup-
posed to contain the Ramsayer and the
proceedings of the full committee
markup. Mr. Speaker, it did not. I am
sure they are probably contained some-
where in the printed version of the re-
port, but I still think they should have
been given to the Committee on Rules
before it began its deliberations.

Mr. Speaker, nearly all of NASA re-
authorizations are bipartisan, and that
is the way they should be. Americans
have always been pioneers, and NASA
is agency of the pioneers. They expand
our frontiers into space. They perform
research in the heavens to benefit us
here on Earth.

Thirty years ago, NASA put Neal
Armstrong, Michael Collins, and Buz
Aldrin on the moon. Three years ago
NASA set up the Mars Pathfinder,
which has expanded knowledge of our
close neighbors and given us an idea of
the possibilities of life off of Earth.
This March NASA finishes a project
mapping Mars.

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration has discovered new gal-
axies and planets in our solar system.

NASA’s Hubble Telescope gave us in-
credible color pictures of space. They
discover new worlds, enrich our minds,
and stir our spirits.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that NASA is
partly to thank for the long, long lines
referred to by my dear friend, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS)
that are now currently outside the new
Star Wars Phantom Menace.

So I am disappointed that my Repub-
lican colleagues have decided to make
it partisan. They singled out one par-
ticular project for elimination, one out
of all the projects, Mr. Speaker. That
project has been championed by Vice
President GORE. Mr. Speaker, I can
think of no reason for the elimination
of this particular project except par-
tisan politics.

In the future, Mr. Speaker, I hope my
Republican colleagues will allow us to
see the bills before we actually vote on
them. I urge my colleagues to support
this open rule and to support this bill.
NASA does provide the research for the
future and the explanations for the
past.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1553, NATIONAL WEATH-
ER SERVICE AND RELATED
AGENCIES AUTHORIZATION ACT
OF 1999

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I

call up House Resolution 175 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 175
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1553) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000
and fiscal year 2001 for the National Weather
Service, Atmospheric Research, and National
Environmental Satellite, Data and Informa-
tion Service activities of the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 4(a) of rule XIII are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Science. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Science now
printed in the bill. The committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read. During consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS). The gentleman from New York
(Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During the consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for pur-
poses of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 175 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1553, the National Weath-
er Service and Related Agencies Au-
thorization Act of 1999.

The purpose of this legislation is to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2000 and fiscal year 2001 for the Na-
tional Weather Service, Atmospheric
Research, and National Environmental
Satellite, Data and Information Serv-
ice activities of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, and
for other purposes.

The rule waives points of order
against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with clause 4(a) of
rule XIII requiring a 3-day layover of
the committee report.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Science.

The rule further provides that it
shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Science and now printed in
the bill.

The rule provides that the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall
be open for amendment at any point.
The Chair is authorized by the rule to
grant priority to recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
prior to their consideration.

The rule allows the chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill
and to reduce voting time to 5 minutes
on a postponed question if the vote fol-
lows a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that House
Resolution 175 is a fair rule. It is an
open rule for the consideration of H.R.
1553, the National Weather Service and
Related Agencies Authorization Act of
1999.

It is my understanding that some
Members may wish to offer germane
amendments on this bill, and under
this open rule they will have every op-
portunity to do so. H.R. 1553 authorizes
funding for several very important
weather service programs in the United
States. In fact, funding for the Na-
tional Weather Service alone is about
one-third of the total annual National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion budget.

Mr. Speaker, as the events of Mon-
day, May 3, in Oklahoma showed us, we
are still often powerless against the
fury of Mother Nature. An outbreak of
more than 40 tornadoes claimed 44
lives, destroyed or heavily damaged
5,200 homes, and left more than $1 bil-
lion in property damage in its wake.
The damage to life, property, and com-
munity was devastating, but it could
have been even worse without the Na-
tional Weather Service’s first tornado
warning at 4:45 p.m.

This rule, and its underlying bill, will
help improve, modernize and automate
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weather observations and improve pub-
lic forecasts and warnings of severe
weather events.

The fact is the National Weather
Service provides a valuable source of
early warning and observations to the
American people. Whether a tornado or
hurricane, blizzard or tropical storm,
this rule and its underlying bill can
save countless lives and property by as-
suring early and accurate warning sys-
tems.

Further, atmospheric research pro-
grams have helped improve severe
weather forecast and warning capabili-
ties, and improved knowledge about se-
vere storms and the science of weather
modification, important for U.S. trans-
portation and agriculture.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. BROWN), the ranking
member, for their hard work on this
legislation. I urge my colleagues to
support both this open rule and the un-
derlying bill.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 175 is a fair, completely
open rule, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Mr. Speaker, this is an open
rule. The debate will be equally divided
and controlled by the majority, and
equally divided, as far as the debate is
concerned, between the majority and
minority.

The rule permits amendments to
come up under the 5-minute rule,
which is the normal amending process
in the House. All Members on both
sides will have the opportunity to offer
germane amendments.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is about re-
search to be conducted by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. It has tremendous potential to
pay off through improved environ-
mental quality and better weather pre-
diction.

This bill provides no increase in fund-
ing in fiscal year 2001 for that research.
Consequently, inflation will result in a
slight cut in spending power. Funding
in important areas of research like this
should remain stable. Therefore, it is
unfortunate that the committee re-
jected an amendment to provide a mod-
est 3 percent increase in fiscal year
2001.

This rule waives the requirement for
a 3-day layover of the committee re-
port. This was necessary because the
report was not filed until Tuesday.
Waiving this rule gives Members a lit-
tle less time to examine the bill and to
draft amendments.

Despite these concerns, the bill is rel-
atively uncontroversial. The rule is an
open rule which will give Members the
opportunity to offer amendment. The
rule was adopted by voice vote of the
Committee on Rules. For these rea-
sons, I can support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on this res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

b 1045

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REYNOLDS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 174 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1654.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR) as
chairman of the Committee of the
Whole, and requests the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS) to assume
the chair temporarily.

b 1045

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1654) to
authorize appropriations for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and
2002, and for other purposes, with Mr.
COLLINS (Chairman pro tempore) in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
GORDON) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill is a 3-year authorization
for our civil space program. When com-
bined with separate legislation author-
izing government-wide programs and
high performance computing and infor-
mation technologies, that represents a
1 percent annual increase over NASA’s
budget requests.

The bill provides full funding for the
baselined International Space Station,
which moved from a dream to a reality
last year with the successful launch of
the first two elements. At the same
time, the bill promotes fiscal and pro-
grammatic responsibility by prohib-
iting NASA from adding content to the
program in a costly new structure
called Trans-Hab. Together, this con-
straint and the 3-year authorization

will provide the Space Station with the
stability it needs to achieve the same
success fiscally that the program is
demonstrating technically.

The bill also includes modest funding
increases in areas of key scientific re-
search. In the past few years the ad-
ministration has cut some $742 million
out of life and microgravity research
accounts in NASA. This bill restores
some $228 million of that over 3 years
to take a small step towards ensuring
that the science community is pre-
pared to maximize the research poten-
tial of the International Space Station.

It also contains increases for space
science to put the Near Earth Object
Survey back on track, to promote re-
search in space solar power that will
have applications here on Earth, and to
offset the cost of NASA’s emergency
Hubble Space Telescope repair mission.

More importantly, the bill increases
funding for NASA’s work in advanced
space transportation technologies.
Last year we learned the perils of
launching U.S.-built payloads on for-
eign rockets. In the last 6 months we
have seen a string of launch failures
that have reminded us how critical re-
liable, low-cost access to space is for
our economy, our scientific endeavors,
and our national security.

H.R. 1654 accelerates and increases
the funding for NASA’s programs to de-
velop a new generation of space trans-
portation vehicles. The NASA adminis-
trator and the head of the U.S. Space
Command have both said frequently
that this must be a high national pri-
ority. H.R. 1654 ensures that it is.

We have developed this bill on a bi-
partisan basis and reached agreement
on a wide range of issues. I think our
efforts to work together come through
in the bill’s list of bipartisan original
cosponsors and its bipartisan endorse-
ment by the Committee on Science last
week.

There are a few remaining points on
which the majority and minority dis-
agree, and I want to thank Members of
both parties for working together to
iron out most of these over the past
few days. For now we may have to
agree to disagree on the few out-
standing issues that remain, but they
should not get in the way of such a
sound and comprehensive bill upon
which to build our future in space.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. GORDON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I would
first like to include for the RECORD a
letter from Administrator Goldin of
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration in which, among other
things, he states ‘‘NASA strongly op-
poses House passage of H.R. 1654.’’

The letter is as follows:
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND

SPACE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, May 19, 1999.

Hon. GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr.,
Ranking Member, Committee on Science, House

of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. BROWN: This letter is to provide

NASA’s views on H.R. 1654, the ‘‘National
Aeronautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act of 1999,’’ authorizing appro-
priations for FY 2000–2002, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on May 13, 1999.

NASA strongly opposes House passage of
H.R. 1654. The authorization levels in the
bill do not conform to the President’s re-
quest, which is based on a balanced and af-
fordable space and aeronautics program.
H.R. 1654 would authorize a total of $13,625.6
million in FY 2000, $13,747.1 million in FY
2001 and $13,839.4 million in FY 2002. As or-
dered reported, total funding for FY 2000 ex-
ceeds the President’s request by a net of $47.2
million; total funding for FY 2001 is below
the President’s request by a net of $82 mil-
lion. The majority of the additional funding
provided is for Life and micro gravity
Sciences and Applications, Advanced Space
Transportation Technology, and Academic
Programs. At the same time, funding author-
ized in H.R. 1654 reflects significant reduc-
tions ($174.4 million in FY 2000, $211.1 million
in FY 2001, and $216.6 million in FY 2002) for
High Performance Computing and Commu-
nications (HPCC) and Information Tech-
nology for the 21st century (IT2).

While the Administration recognizes that
the Committee strongly supports NASA pro-
gram efforts for which they have rec-
ommended augmentations, such additional
spending must be evaluated against the im-
perative to maintain an overall balance in
NASA’s aeronautics and space research pro-
gram and against the impacts resulting from
the resulting reductions in other critical
programs. Failure to fund NASA’s HPCC and
IT2 activities in a timely manner would be
unacceptable.

NASA appreciates the Committee’s author-
ization of funding for the International
Space Station (ISS) Program consistent with
the President’s request. That request reflects
an Administration policy decision to reduce
the level of risk to the ISS with a net in-
crease of $1.4 billion over the next five years,
to enhance Station budget reserves and to
make NASA’s Contingency Plan against po-
tential Russian shortfalls more robust. The
Committee’s support for these efforts is ap-
preciated, and I look forward to continuing
to work together on this very important pro-
gram.

While NASA supports those portions of
H.R. 1654 that are consistent with the Presi-
dent’s request, we have serious objections to
several provisions that are contrary to the
President’s budget. I request that you and
the Committee take NASA’s objections, out-
lined below, into consideration as this bill
proceeds through Congress.

TRIANA

NASA and the Administration are greatly
disappointed in the Committee’s adoption of
an amendment (Section 130) terminating the
Triana science mission. Triana is good
science, was subject to a rigorous peer re-
view process, and will provide the scientific
community with valuable research data. We
strongly object to the Committee’s arbitrary
and partisan recommendation to terminate
the Triana science mission.

In October 1998, after an exacting peer-re-
view evaluation of nine competing proposals,
NASA selected the Scripps Institution of
Oceanography as the Principle Investigator
for the Triana mission. The Conference Re-
port accompanying the FY 1999 VA-HUD-
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act

(P.L. 105–276) directed NASA to identify
funding for the initiation of Triana as part of
NASA’s FY 1999 Operating Plan. NASA iden-
tified $35 million in the FY 1999 Operating
Plan submitted to this and other Commit-
tees, and responded to questions thereon.
NASA’s FY 2000 budget requests $35 million
to complete development of Triana, and
launch it in December 2000 as a secondary
payload on the Space Shuttle.

Triana has sound science objectives and
will present valuable practical applications
in: solar influences on climate; solar wind
and space weather; ultraviolet (UV) radi-
ation effects of clouds, aerosols, and surface
radiation; cloud microphysical properties
and the effect of solar radiation on climate
models; and vegetation canopy measure-
ments, detecting changes in the amount of
vegetation-leaf structure, or fraction of cov-
ered land.

NASA is also formulating an Earth Science
education initiative using Triana imagery,
and is planning to issue an open, competitive
solicitation for educational tools and appli-
cations this fall. NASA has received inquir-
ies from three commercial firms regarding
Triana participation. The Scripps Institution
of Oceanography is currently working to
structure a commercialization approach.

INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION RESEARCH

Section 101 of H.R. 1654 limits the flexi-
bility of the ISS program to accommodate
unforeseen requirements by restricting the
use of ISS research funds. Should program
difficulties result in further schedule delays,
such a restriction could result in research
equipment being developed prior to the Sta-
tion’s readiness to accommodate it. This
could exacerbate the delay by not allowing
the flexibility to shift research funds and ad-
dress Station contingencies. Such restric-
tions could, therefore, prolong delays in re-
search flight opportunities and further harm
the research community intended to be
helped.

EARTH SCIENCE COMMERCIAL DATA ACQUISITION

Section 126 of H.R. 1654 would require that
NASA spend $50 million in FY 2001 and FY
2002 for the purchase of commercial remote
sensing data. NASA objects to a mandated
minimum level of spending for such acquisi-
tions, at the expense of other research oppor-
tunities in the Earth Science enterprise.
There is no guarantee that such commercial
data will be available for acquisition in such
amounts stipulated in the bill. NASA should
not be precluded from directing its resources
in the most efficient and effective manner.

As a matter of policy, NASA’s Earth
Science Enterprise will not build new mis-
sions where commercial data is available at
market prices, and the Enterprise has insti-
tuted a process under which all Announce-
ments of Opportunity include statements of
data buy preferences. The Earth Science En-
terprise will release, in the near future, two
Requests for Information (RFI’s), one for de-
termining sources of Landsat-class observa-
tions, and a second for determining sources
of tropospheric wind measurements. The En-
terprise is also working toward the objective
of having each scientific and application re-
search proposal identify the source of data
sets required, and including an estimate of
the funding requirement for such data sets.
This approach is intended to establish a di-
rect dialog between the providers and users
of data, and NASA does not have to second-
guess the user requirements and unduly con-
strain the provider’s capabilities.

Finally, the NASA Inspector General re-
cently released a report on the Commercial
Remote Sensing Program, and concluded
‘‘additional congressionally directed data
buy programs are not warranted.’’

TRANS-HAB

Section 128 of H.R. 1654 would prevent
NASA from further research on inflatable
technology, such as Trans-Hab, which would
accommodate humans in space. Inflatable
module technology offers the potential for
significant stowage volume, crew habit-
ability and safety advantages over current
approaches for building pressurized space
structures using reinforced aluminum. The
technology holds considerable potential for
advancement of space exploration. NASA
shares the Committee’s concern that added
cost and risk to the ISS should be avoided.
NASA desires to continue to explore poten-
tial commercial partnering for the develop-
ment, construction, and use for the ISS
Trans-Hab module. We will not pursue the
development of a Trans-Hab module for the
ISS unless it can be done through a partner-
ship with industry that results in a cost-neu-
tral solution to the baseline cost for the alu-
minum Habitation module. Additional tech-
nical definition and design work is necessary
before potential commercial interests can be
assured of the viability of the concepts. H.R.
1654 would preclude any work on this very
promising set of technologies.

ULTRA-EFFICIENT ENGINE TECHNOLOGY

I am very concerned that Section 103(4)
eliminates the Ultra-Efficient Engine Tech-
nology (UEET) program as a Focused Pro-
gram. We understand that it is the Commit-
tee’s intent to permit these activities to be
conducted within the R&T base. We strongly
urge the continuation of this effort as a Fo-
cused Program.

UEET as a Focused Program gives all in-
terested parties—other Government agencies
(e.g., DoD) and the private sector—assur-
ances that resources have been identified to
meet defined goals over a specified period of
time. Fully 80% of program funding for
UEET will be spent in-house, primarily for
the operation of test stands and facilities, in
coordination with the ongoing DoD program.
The UEET Program is designed to address
the most critical propulsion issues: perform-
ance and efficiency. The primary benefits of
these technologies will be to improve effi-
ciency and reduce emissions for a wide range
of civil and military applications.

Loss of the UEET effort could have major
consequences for the future competitiveness
of the U.S. aircraft engine industry and the
U.S. balance of trade. Research associated
with understanding the technical issues of
engine emissions supports a major portion of
U.S. scientific analysis that provides a basis
for informed policy making and U.S. influ-
ence on international civil aviation policies.
Finally, it should be noted that significant
interaction and dependencies have been
formed over the years in engine technology
efforts between NASA’s Space Programs,
DoD’s Acquisition Programs and DOE’s En-
ergy Programs; while the impact of the re-
striction in H.R. 1654 upon these inter-
dependencies has not yet been completely as-
sessed, there will be implications to U.S.
strategic interests in these critical areas.

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS

H.R. 1654 does not include ten important
legislative proposals proposed by the Admin-
istration in the draft FY 2000 NASA author-
ization bill, submitted to the Congress on
April 28, 1999. Many of these proposed provi-
sions are legislative ‘‘gap fillers’’—providing
NASA the same authority already provided
to the Department of Defense in title 10 of
the U.S. Code and to other civilian agencies
in title 41 of the U.S. Code.

NASA is covered by the acquisition provi-
sions of title 10, but is frequently overlooked
when amendments to that title are enacted.
Section 203 of the Administration’s bill
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would provide NASA the same authority as
that available to DoD and other civilian
agencies to withhold contract payments
based on substantial evidence of fraud. Sec-
tion 209 would make NASA’s claim payment
process consistent with procedures already
required by other law and with those used by
other agencies. Section 210 would provide
NASA the same authority as that available
to DoD and other civilian agencies to exempt
contractor proposals from release under the
Freedom of Information Act.

The remaining provisions contained in the
Administration’s bill address the need to
adapt NASA’s legal authorities to the world
in which we now operate. The role of the
commercial sector has been ever increasing.
With the support of this Committee, NASA
has been changing the way it does business,
looking for opportunities to engage in joint
endeavors with industry, and attempting to
leverage the private sector investment in
space and aeronautics research and develop-
ment. These activities present new and dif-
ferent working relationships and legal hur-
dles. We are asking the private sector to in-
vest not only money, but also ideas. We must
be able to protect these ideas from disclosure
to competitors—foreign as well as domes-
tic—which have not invested their time or
capital. In order to attract industry partners
and their investments, we must be able to
grant them some form of exclusive right to
use the software or other inventions arising
from their joint endeavor with us before it is
released to the general public. Our space pro-
gram should benefit not only from the in-
creased investment of private capital, but
also from the royalties derived from such li-
censing authority. We must be able to at-
tract more private investment—and thus re-
duce the cost to the Government—by being
able to transfer title to personal property
used in our joint endeavors to the partner
whom we are asking to invest the capital. I
urge the Committee to incorporate these
provisions as the bill progresses through
Congress.

HPCC AND IT2

As reported, H.R. 1654 deletes all funding
for NASA’s High Performance Computing
and Communication program (HPCC) and In-
formation Technology for the 21st century
(IT2) initiative, including the very impor-
tant Intelligent Synthesis Environment
(ISE) program. Although the Committee has
indicated its intent to hold hearings and
mark up a separate, multi-agency, ‘‘com-
puter research’’ bill later this year, in the
absence of the introduction of a companion
measure that fully funds those activities,
NASA’s support for H.R. 1654 will continue to
be qualified.

Not authorizing funding requested for
NASA’s HPCC and IT2 would essentially re-
move all of the Agency’s research in infor-
mation technology, and severely impact
NASA’s remaining programs and missions.
Both programs are structured to contribute
to broad Federal efforts, but also to address
NASA-specific computational, engineering,
and science requirements spanning many
programs. Not authorizing HPCC and IT2
would severely limit NASA’s ability to de-
liver key capabilities needed to support
Earth, space, and aeronautical programs,
with impacts such as the following:

Cut Earth and Space Sciences and directly
impact NASA’s ability to use advanced com-
puting technology to further our ability to
predict the dynamic interaction of physical,
chemical and biological processes affecting
the Earth, the solar-terrestrial environment,
and the universe;

Cut Space Science and eliminate NASA’s
capability to develop low-power, fault-toler-
ant, high-performance, scaleable computing

technology for a new generation of micro-
spacecraft;

Cut Aero-Space Technology and eliminate
critical advances in aeronautics algorithms
and applications, software, and computing
machinery needed to enable more than 1000
fold increases in systems performance in the
21st century;

Cut Aero-Space Technology and limit im-
plementation of the tools and processes for a
revolution in engineering practice and
science integration in modeling, design, de-
velopment and execution of all NASA’s mis-
sions; and,

Cut Space Science and eliminate NASA’s
Self-Sustaining Robotic Networks program
to develop the critical set of technologies
necessary to support potential future deci-
sions on establishing outposts of self-
tasking, self-repairing, evolvable rover net-
works at key sites of scientific interest
throughout the solar system.

We are preparing a more detailed analysis
of additional concerns regarding H.R. 1654,
which we believe will hamper our ability to
manage our space and aeronautics research
programs most effectively. I urge the Com-
mittee to consider these concerns as the bill
proceeds through the legislative process.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that there is no objection from the
standpoint of the Administration’s program
to submission of this report for the Commit-
tee’s consideration.

Sincerely,
DANIEL S. GOLDIN,

Administrator.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, DC, May 19, 1999.
Hon. BART GORDON,
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Space and

Aeronautics, Committee on Science, House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. GORDON: This letter is to provide
NASA’s views on H.R. 1654, the ‘‘National
Aeronautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act of 1999,’’ authorizing appro-
priations for FY 2000–2002, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on May 13, 1999.

NASA strongly opposes House passage of
H.R. 1654. The authorization levels in the bill
do not conform to the President’s request,
which is based on a balanced and affordable
space and aeronautics program. H.R. 1654
would authorize a total of $13,625.6 million in
FY 2000, $13,747.1 million in FY 2001 and
$13,839.4 million in FY 2002. As ordered re-
ported, total funding for FY 2000 exceeds the
President’s request by a net of $47.2 million;
total funding for FY 2001 is below the Presi-
dent’s request by a net of $5.3 million and
total funding for FY 2002 exceeds the Presi-
dent’s request by a net of $82 million. The
majority of the additional funding provided
is for Life and Microgravity Sciences and
Applications, Advanced Space Transpor-
tation Technology, and Academic Programs.
At the same time, funding authorized in H.R.
1654 reflects significant reductions ($174.4
million in FY 2000, $211.1 million in FY 2001,
and $216.6 million in FY 2002) for High Per-
formance Computing and Communications
(HPCC) and Information Technology for the
21st century (IT2).

While the Administration recognizes that
the Committee strongly supports NASA pro-
gram efforts for which they have rec-
ommended augmentations, such additional
spending must be evaluated against the im-
perative to maintain an overall balance in
NASA’s aeronautics and space research pro-
gram and against the impacts resulting from
the resulting reductions in other critical
programs. Failure to fund NASA’s HPCC and
IT2 activities in a timely manner would be
unacceptable.

NASA appreciates the Committee’s author-
ization of funding for the International
Space Station (ISS) Program consistent with
the President’s request. That request reflects
an Administration policy decision to reduce
the level of risk to the ISS with a net in-
crease of $1.4 billion over the next five years,
to enhance Station budget reserves and to
make NASA’s Contingency Plan against po-
tential Russian shortfalls more robust. The
Committee’s support for these efforts is ap-
preciated, and I look forward to continuing
to work together on this very important pro-
gram.

While NASA supports those portions of
H.R. 1654 that are consistent with the Presi-
dent’s request, we have serious objections to
several provisions that are contrary to the
President’s budget. I request that you and
the Committee take NASA’s objections, out-
lined below, into consideration as this bill
proceeds through Congress.

TRIANA

NASA and the Administration are greatly
disappointed in the Committee’s adoption of
an amendment (Section 130) terminating the
Triana science mission. Triana is good
science, was subject to a rigorous peer re-
view process, and will provide the scientific
community with valuable research data. We
strongly object to the Committee’s arbitrary
and partisan recommendation to terminate
the Triana science mission.

In October 1998, after an exacting peer-re-
view evaluation of nine competing proposals,
NASA selected the Scripps Institution of
Oceanography as the Principle Investigator
for the Triana mission. The Conference Re-
port accompanying the FY 1999 VA–HUD–
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act
(P.L. 105–276) directed NASA to identify
funding for the initiation of Triana as part of
NASA’s FY 1999 Operating Plan. NASA iden-
tified $35 million in the FY 1999 Operating
Plan submitted to this and other Commit-
tees, and responded to questions thereon.
NASA’s FY 2000 budget requests $35 million
to complete development of Triana, and
launch it in December 2000 as a secondary
payload on the Space Shuttle.

Triana has sound science objectives and
will present valuable practical applications
in: solar influences on climate; solar wind
and space weather; ultraviolet (UV) radi-
ation effects of clouds, aerosols, and surface
radiation; cloud microphysical properties
and the effect of solar radiation on climate
models; and vegetation canopy measure-
ments, detecting changes in the amount of
vegetation-leaf structure, or fraction of cov-
ered land.

NASA is also formulating an Earth Science
education initiative using Triana imagery,
and is planning to issue an open, competitive
solicitation for educational tools and appli-
cations this fall. NASA has received inquir-
ies from three commercial firms regarding
Triana participation. The Scripps Institution
of Oceanography is currently working to
structure a commercialization approach.

INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION RESEARCH

Section 101 of H.R. 1654 limits the flexi-
bility of the ISS program to accommodate
unforeseen requirements by restricting the
use of ISS research funds. Should program
difficulties result in further schedule delays,
such a restriction could result in research
equipment being developed prior to the Sta-
tion’s readiness to accommodate it. This
could exacerbate the delay by not allowing
the flexibility to shift research funds and ad-
dress Station contingencies. Such restriction
could, therefore, prolong delays in research
flight opportunities and further harm the re-
search community intended to be helped.
EARTH SCIENCE COMMERCIAL DATA ACQUISITION

Section 126 of H.R. 1654 would require that
NASA spend $50 million in FY 2001 and FY
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2002 for the purchase of commercial remote
sensing data. NASA objects to a mandated
minimum level of spending for such acquisi-
tions, at the expense of other research oppor-
tunities in the Earth Science enterprise.
There is no guarantee that such commercial
data will be available for acquisition in such
amounts stipulated in the bill. NASA should
not be precluded from directing its resources
in the most efficient and effective manner.

As a matter of policy, NASA’s Earth
Science Enterprise will not build new mis-
sions where commercial data is available at
market prices, and the Enterprise has insti-
tuted a process under which all Announce-
ments of Opportunity include statements of
data buy preferences. The Earth Science En-
terprise will release, in the near future, two
Requests for Information (RFI’s), one for de-
termining sources of Landsat-class observa-
tions, and a second for determining sources
of tropospheric wind measurements. The En-
terprise is also working toward the objective
of having each scientific and application re-
search proposal identify the source of data
sets required, and including an estimate of
the funding requirement for such data sets.
This approach is intended to establish a di-
rect dialog between the providers and users
of data, and NASA does not have to second-
guess the user requirements and unduly con-
strain the provider’s capabilities.

Finally, the NASA Inspector General re-
cently released a report on the Commercial
Remote Sensing Program, and concluded
‘‘additional congressionally directed data
buy programs are not warranted.’’

TRANS-HAB

Section 128 of H.R. 1654 would prevent
NASA from further research on inflatable
technology, such as Trans-Hab, which would
accommodate humans in space. Inflatable
module technology offers the potential for
significant stowage volume, crew habit-
ability and safety advantages over current
approaches for building pressurized space
structures using reinforced aluminum. The
technology holds considerable potential for
advancement of space exploration. NASA
shares the Committee’s concern that added
cost and risk to the ISS should be avoided.
NASA desires to continue to explore poten-
tial commercial partnering for the develop-
ment, construction, and use for the ISS
Trans-Hab module. We will not pursue the
development of a Trans-Hab module for the
ISS unless it can be done through a partner-
ship with industry that results in a cost-neu-
tral solution to the baseline cost for the alu-
minum Habitation module. Additional tech-
nical definition and design work is necessary
before potential commercial interests can be
assured of the viability of the concepts. H.R.
1654 would preclude any work on this very
promising set of technologies.

ULTRA-EFFICIENT ENGINE TECHNOLOGY

I am very concerned that Section 103(4)
eliminates the Ultra-Efficient Engine Tech-
nology (UEET) program as a Focused Pro-
gram. We understand that it is the Commit-
tee’s intent to permit these activities to be
conducted within the R&T base. We strongly
urge the continuation of this effort as a Fo-
cused Program.

UEET as a Focused Program gives all in-
terested parties—other Government agencies
(e.g., DoD) and the private sector—assur-
ances that resources have been identified to
meet defined goals over a specified period of
time. Fully 80% of program funding for
UEET will be spent in-house, primarily for
the operation of test stands and facilities, in
coordination with the ongoing DoD program.
The UEET Program is designed to address
the most critical propulsion issues: perform-
ance and efficiency. The primary benefits to
these technologies will be to improve effi-

ciency and reduce emissions for a wide range
of civil and military applications.

Loss of the UEET effort could have major
consequences for the future competitiveness
of the U.S. aircraft engine industry and the
U.S. balance of trade. Research associated
with understanding the technical issues of
engine emissions supports a major portion of
U.S. scientific analysis that provides a basis
for informed policy making and U.S. influ-
ence on international civil aviation policies.
Finally, it should be noted that significant
interaction and dependencies have been
formed over the years in engine technology
efforts between NASA’s Space Programs,
DoD’s Acquisition Programs and DOE’s En-
ergy Programs; while the impact of the re-
striction in H.R. 1654 upon these inter-
dependencies has not yet been completely as-
sessed, there will be implications to U.S.
strategic interests in these critical areas.

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS

H.R. 1654 does not include ten important
legislative proposals proposed by the Admin-
istration in the draft FY 2000 NASA author-
ization bill, submitted to the Congress on
April 28, 1999. Many of these proposed provi-
sions are legislative ‘‘gap fillers’’—providing
NASA the same authority already provided
to the Department of Defense in title 10 of
the U.S. Code and to other civilian agencies
in title 41 of the U.S. Code.

NASA is covered by the acquisition provi-
sions of title 10, but is frequently overlooked
when amendments to that title are enacted.
Section 203 of the Administration’s bill
would provide NASA the same authority as
that available to DoD and other civilian
agencies to withhold contract payments
based on substantial evidence of fraud. Sec-
tion 209 would make NASA’s claim payment
process consistent with procedures already
required by other law and with those used by
other agencies. Section 210 would provide
NASA the same authority as that available
to DoD and other civilian agencies to exempt
contractor proposals from release under the
Freedom of Information Act.

The remaining provisions contained in the
Administration’s bill address the need to
adapt NASA’s legal authorities to the world
in which we now operate. The role of the
commercial sector has been ever increasing.
With the support of this Committee, NASA
has been changing the way it does business,
looking for opportunities to engage in joint
endeavors with industry, and attempting to
leverage the private sector investment in
space and aeronautics research and develop-
ment. These activities present new and dif-
ferent working relationships and legal hur-
dles. We are asking the private sector to in-
vest not only money, but also ideas. We must
be able to protect these ideas from disclosure
to competitors—foreign as well as domes-
tic—which have not invested their time or
capital. In order to attract industry partners
and their investments, we must be able to
grant them some form of exclusive right to
use the software or other inventions arising
from their joint endeavor with us before it is
released to the general public. Our space pro-
gram should benefit not only from the in-
creased investment of private capital, but
also from the royalties derived from such li-
censing authority. We must be able to at-
tract more private investment—and thus re-
duce the cost to the Government—but being
able to transfer title to personal property
used in our joint endeavors to the partner
whom we are asking to invest the capital. I
urge the Committee to incorporate these
provisions as the bill progresses through
Congress.

HPCC AND IT2

As reported, H.R. 1654 deletes all funding
for NASA’s High Performance Computing

and Communication program (HPCC) and In-
formation Technology for the 21st century
(IT2) initiative, including the very impor-
tant Intelligent Synthesis Environment
(ISE) program. Although the Committee has
indicated its intent to hold hearings and
mark up a separate, multi-agency, ‘‘com-
puter research’’ bill later this year, in the
absence of the introduction of a companion
measure that fully funds those activities,
NASA’s support for H.R. 1654 will continue to
be qualified.

Not authorizing funding requested for
NASA’s HPCC and IT2 would essentially re-
move all of the Agency’s research in infor-
mation technology, and severely impact
NASA’s remaining programs and missions.
Both programs are structured to contribute
to broad Federal efforts, but also to address
NASA-specific computational, engineering,
and science requirements spanning many
programs. Not authorizing HPCC and IT2
would severely limit NASA’s ability to de-
liver key capabilities needed to support
Earth, space, and aeronautical programs,
with impacts such as the following:

Cut Earth and Space Sciences and directly
impact NASA’s ability to use advanced com-
puting technology to further our ability to
predict the dynamic interaction of physical,
chemical and biological processes affecting
the Earth, the solar-terrestrial environment,
and the universe;

Cut Space Science and eliminate NASA’s
capability to develop low-power, fault-toler-
ant, high-performance, scaleable computing
technology for a new generation of micro-
spacecraft;

Cut Aero-Space Technology and eliminate
critical advances in aeronautics algorithms
and applications, software, and computing
machinery needed to enable more than 1000
fold increases in systems performance in the
21st century;

Cut Aero-Space Technology and limit im-
plementation of the tools and processes for a
revolution in engineering practice and
science integration in modeling, design, de-
velopment and execution of all NASA’s mis-
sions; and,

Cut Space Science and eliminate NASA’s
Self-Sustaining Robotic Networks program
to develop the critical set of technologies
necessary to support potential future deci-
sions on establishing outposts of self-
tasking, self-repairing, evolvable rover net-
works at key sites of scientific interest
throughout the solar system.

We are preparing a more detailed analysis
of additional concerns regarding H.R. 1654,
which we believe will hamper our ability to
manage our space and aeronautics research
programs most efficiently. I urge the Com-
mittee to consider these concerns as the bill
proceeds through the legislative process.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that there is no objection from the
standpoint of the Administration’s program
to submission of this report for the Commit-
tee’s consideration.

Sincerely,
DANIEL S. GOLDIN,

Administrator.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say a few words about H.R. 1654,
the NASA Authorization Act. First, I
wish to commend Chairman ROHR-
ABACHER for his efforts in developing
H.R. 1654. I believe that he made a seri-
ous effort to include a number of posi-
tive provisions in the bill and to work
with the minority.

Thus, while it was by no means a per-
fect bill, I thought that H.R. 1654 was a
reasonably constructive piece of legis-
lation as introduced. In fact, I was a
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cosponsor of the bill as introduced,
with the understanding that we would
continue to work to improve its provi-
sions.

At this point I have to say that I do
not think that H.R. 1654 is ready for
floor consideration. I have not reached
this position easily. As a supporter of
NASA, I want to provide a solid, fis-
cally responsible foundation for the
space agency’s activities. I also want
to make sure that we do not micro-
manage NASA in ways that will hurt
its ability to carry out its programs ef-
fectively and efficiently. Unfortu-
nately, I think that H.R. 1654 falls
short of the mark in meeting these two
goals.

The NASA Administrator has sent
over a letter outlining a number of se-
rious concerns with the NASA bill. Let
me discuss just a few of them. First,
there is the absence of any funding for
NASA’s information technology pro-
grams. While we have received some
assurance from the chairman of the
Committee on Science that authoriza-
tion of these programs will be done at
a later date, I remain concerned. NASA
needs to be on the cutting edge of in-
formation technology R&D if it is to
deliver missions that are both cost-ef-
fective and innovative.

Second, H.R. 1654 would prohibit the
Ultra Efficient Energy Technology fo-
cused program. That program is a new
program that is critical to maintaining
NASA’s capabilities for long-term air-
craft engine R&D. It also is critical to
maintaining the competitiveness of the
U.S. aeronautics industry.

Moreover, the UEET program will
offer important benefits to military
aviation by conducting important R&D
into improved engine performance. I
am afraid that H.R. 1654 attempts to
micromanage NASA’s aeronautics R&D
efforts in ways that can do real damage
over the long term.

Third, the bill as amended at full
committee would cancel the Triana
scientific mission. Triana is an Earth
observing spacecraft that would deliver
both scientific and educational bene-
fits. This mission was selected out of
nine competing proposals, and it has
undergone scientific peer review. It al-
ready was funded in last year’s VA-
HUD appropriations conference report.
If we cancel it now, we would waste $40
million, which is more than it would
cost to save it.

Fourth, H.R. 1654 has a provision that
would have the effect of holding
NASA’s Earth science research pro-
gram hostage to a ‘‘data buy’’ ear-
mark. While I support a healthy com-
mercial remote sensing industry, the
bill’s provisions will do real harm to
NASA’s programs while doing little to
help grow industry. It is a misguided
and ultimately unworkable position.

Fifth, the bill would prohibit NASA
from spending any money on the
Trans-Hab or other innovative inflat-
able structure technologies. While I am
as careful with taxpayers’ dollars as
anyone, I do not believe that we should

prohibit NASA from doing research to
improve our space program.

H.R. 1654’s Trans-Hab prohibition
would keep NASA from getting the
data Congress will need if we are to
make informed decisions on these inno-
vative technologies.

Mr. Chairman, I raise these issues
not to diminish the efforts of Chairman
ROHRABACHER in drafting this bill. I
simply believe the bill we have before
us today is not ready for prime time. I
think that the bill needs more work.

I intend to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1654 on
final passage, and I would urge my col-
leagues to also oppose the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Space and Aero-
nautics that handled this bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for allotting me this time.

Mr. Chairman, today the House is
considering H.R. 1654, the NASA Au-
thorization Act of 1999, which I am
pleased to sponsor. I want to publicly
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. GORDON), the ranking member, for
his spirit of cooperation during the
process. I am saddened, however, that
he is unable to cosponsor the bill and
vote for it at this time, but I do under-
stand that there are some areas of dis-
agreement and perhaps some areas that
he feels that was not dealt with in the
way that he would prefer for it to be
dealt with, and I am sorry for that.

But I do think that we do have a spir-
it of cooperation among the members
of the subcommittee, and I am trying
my best to maintain that spirit as well
as the spirit of cooperation among the
staffs on both sides of the aisle. I ap-
preciate the work that they put in to
trying to put this bill together, al-
though the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. GORDON) cannot support it at this
time.

It contains one or two controversial
provisions, surely. This bill, however,
is overwhelmingly bipartisan. At least
it was my intent to make it bipartisan.
It includes several provisions and
modifications that actually came from
the Democratic side.

Furthermore, I plan to offer a man-
ager’s amendment which will make a
few additional refinements, including
one that specifically addresses the con-
cerns of the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) who has put a
tremendous amount of effort into a
project that is very meaningful to his
district.

This is not a perfect bill, and I admit
that. We have asked for an open rule
because we want the House to work its
will on this legislation. To the degree
that we have an open rule and to the
degree there are disagreements, I
would hope that the open rule would
provide us a way of coming to grips
with some of the disagreements that
are still in place.

If any government agency belongs to
the American people, surely it is
NASA. I am committed to NASA’s pro-
grams and policies, to make sure that
they are reflecting the priorities of the
people in the United States as reflected
here in the House of Representatives,
the people’s House.

Even so, I believe this piece of legis-
lation is a solid piece of legislation be-
cause it sends three messages which
are supported by the overwhelming ma-
jority of the Committee on Science and
I believe the House itself.

First, we tell the President and the
appropriators that America’s civil
space agency should be rewarded for
the sacrifices and reforms that it has
made over the past several years by
providing it a steady increase of 1 per-
cent a year, if you take into account
the information technology program
that we are authorizing separately.

Secondly, H.R. 1654 sets realistic
overall funding levels and real prior-
ities to guide appropriators. We focus
additional resources on areas that our
hearing record shows are underfunded
and which have bipartisan support, in-
cluding life and microgravity research,
advanced space transportation tech-
nology, space science, and education.

Third, H.R. 1654 pushes NASA to stay
on the road to reform, especially on
space privatization and commercializa-
tion. We do not want to destabilize the
International Space Station or set up
programs just to keep people busy.
This bill does not micromanage NASA,
but it does set clear goals and guides
NASA towards them.

Mr. Chairman, in closing let me just
say that the other body has already
marked up a NASA authorization bill
and it should be reported to the floor
for consideration soon. So after we
complete our business today, I hope we
can aggressively move forward to nego-
tiate compromises with the Senate
and, for the first time since 1992, enact
a NASA authorization into law this
year.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE), a leader in
education in this body.

b 1100
Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to discuss
an exciting opportunity I think that
this NASA authorization bill provides
our Nation’s schools to promote math
and science education.

However, first I would like to say
how disappointed I am that this bill
has fallen victim I think to some par-
tisan wrangling because it really did
start out as a bipartisan bill. It is my
hope that, as we go forward to an even-
tual conference that will take place
with the other body, which will pass a
bipartisan bill out of their committee,
hopefully, very soon, that we can once
again act in a bipartisan way and send
a bill to the President that he will
sign.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3309May 19, 1999
With the exception of the conflict

over Triana and some other issues, the
committee I think has put together a
pretty decent bill. I appreciate the ma-
jority’s willingness to work with me on
my concerns in the area of education
and to accept the amendments in those
areas that I offered in committee, and
I want to thank the chairman and the
ranking member for their help.

I will vote for H.R. 1654, with the
hope and faith that a bipartisan con-
ference report can be brought back be-
fore this body before this year is out.

I am proud to discuss an important
education initiative contained in this
legislation. This bill directs NASA to
develop an educational initiative for
our Nation’s schools in recognition of
the 100th anniversary of the first pow-
ered flight, which will take place on
December 17, 2003.

On that date in 1903, Orville and Wil-
bur Wright took their dream of pow-
ered flight from the drawing board of
their Ohio bicycle shop to the Crystal
Coast of North Carolina. It was there
at a place called Kitty Hawk that the
Wright brothers’ dream took flight. On
that day, our world was changed for-
ever.

The anniversary of this historic ac-
complishment provides an excellent op-
portunity for our Nation’s schools to
promote the importance of math and
science education. And as a North Car-
olinian and a former educator, I am
proud to bring recognition to the
Wright brothers and their fantastic ac-
complishment.

As a former North Carolina super-
intendent of schools, I worked for
many years to help improve math and
science education in our State. Amer-
ica’s future will be determined by the
ability of our citizens to adapt to the
changes in technology that would
dominate life in the 21st century.

Recent studies show, unfortunately,
that America’s students are falling be-
hind their counterparts around the
world in the areas of math and science.
As we watch the sun rise on the dawn
of a new millennium, it has never been
more important to encourage our chil-
dren to excel in these important areas.
It is no longer good enough for our
children to simply be able to read,
write, add, and subtract. If today’s stu-
dents are going to succeed in tomor-
row’s jobs, a firm foundation in math
and science is required and it is an im-
perative.

The Committee on Science has taken
a leading role in starting a national
dialogue on math and science edu-
cation. One of the most difficult chal-
lenges we face has been to interest stu-
dents in participating in the most chal-
lenging math and science courses. That
is not unique. It happens in every
State. Such a lack of interest could
spell doom down the road as fewer stu-
dents enter the teaching profession in
these important areas. And even fewer
are prepared for the jobs of the 21st
century.

The 100th anniversary of Flight Edu-
cational Initiative is intended to use

the history of flight, the benefit of
flight on society, and the math and
science principles used in flight to gen-
erate interest among students in math
and science education.

As a young boy, like most Ameri-
cans, the space program captured my
imagination. Unfortunately, today
video games and other distractions are
more likely to occupy the time of our
young people than the space program.
However, the 100th anniversary of
flight and NASA’s plans to send a plane
to Mars to coincide with that date pro-
vides an excellent springboard to re-
capture our young people’s interest in
the space program and in math and
science education.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-
man for bringing this bill, authorizing
our Nation’s space program, to the
floor on the same day that the new
Star Wars trilogy has opened in our
Nation’s theaters. Just as the Star
Wars movie has captured the imagina-
tion of a generation of Americans,
NASA and the 100th anniversary of
Flight Educational Initiative will help
our students sore in math and science
education.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS),
the vice chairman of the committee.

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I am very pleased to rise to speak in
favor of the bill as presented to the
House. The Committee on Science has
done a very careful job of analyzing the
needs of the NASA program and has
come up with a workable allocation of
funds.

There are two areas in particular I
want to mention. One relates to the
work that I put into the science policy
study (Unlocking Our Future: Toward
a New Science Policy; published by
GPO) last year under the auspices of
the Science Committee and which has
been adopted by the committee and by
the House of Representatives. In that
study, we emphasized the importance
of basic research to the future of this
Nation. And I am pleased to say that
NASA continues, under this bill, to
maintain a strong basic research pro-
gram.

There has been some criticism that
the Space Station has decimated the
basic research program at NASA. That
is not true. They are continuing with
their basic research efforts and they
continue to make important discov-
eries both in space and on this planet.

One of the important parts of this
issue, of course, is to make sure that
the results of basic research are avail-
able to the public, to companies who
may make use of it and, that this may
benefit the general public in many
ways.

The second point I want to make is
that I believe NASA has done an excel-

lent job of adding to the education of
our students in this Nation regarding
math and science. That is an area of
great need. We must improve our math
and science programs in elementary
and secondary schools. It has to be
done in a coordinated, thoughtful,
careful way as we work toward that
goal.

But in the meantime NASA, through
its supplementary programs, has aided
greatly in the education of students of
this Nation. In particular, they have
developed experiments that students
can do at home or in their schoolroom
by accessing NASA data on the Inter-
net and using the results of NASA’s
satellite research, or data from their
Mars Rover, to use in their experi-
ments. This has provided a meaningful,
lifetime experience for kids in the ele-
mentary and secondary schools. They
learn from the Internet what has hap-
pened, and they can then use this di-
rectly to come to the same scientific
conclusion that the NASA scientists
operating the experiment have
reached.

I rise today in support of H.R. 1654, the
NASA Authorization Act. I believe it is a good
bill that will continue to support NASA in its
science and exploration endeavors while
maintaining balance and cost-effectiveness
within its priorities. This morning, I would spe-
cifically like to address the opportunity pro-
vided through this bill to continue NASA’s
strong and vital emphasis on education initia-
tives.

As we have discussed earlier this year, our
Nation is at a critical juncture in its efforts to
provide our children with the quality education
that they will require to succeed in the tech-
nology-driven economy and culture of tomor-
row. To do this, we must find innovative ways
to excite and encourage young students about
the possibilities open to them through an un-
derstanding of mathematics and the sciences.
I am not talking strictly about career opportuni-
ties, but as consumers, parents and citizens.

NASA has clearly demonstrated their dedi-
cation to this responsibility through the mul-
titude of individual programs which they offer
to students from grade school to grad school
and, importantly, to their teachers. In FY 1998
alone, NASA reached over two million stu-
dents and over a hundred thousand teachers.
Of those, all but a fraction of these students
and teachers were at the K–12 level. It is at
this level that it is so critical to engage our
young people, and it is also at this point that
our education system is in need of the most
assistance. NASA is offering their help, and
they are doing so through the use of inquiry-
based methods and real-life applications.

I would also like to highlight that, in devel-
oping their educational programs, NASA has
shown insight into the complexity of their sub-
ject material and the need to balance it with
state and regional agendas. To best serve its
‘‘customers’’, NASA collaborators with external
organizations such as the National Science
Foundation and the Department of Education,
discipline-specific professional associations,
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and State education coalitions to develop ma-
terials for local use ‘‘when and where appro-
priate’’. As another indication of their commit-
ment to providing relevant and useful informa-
tion, NASA solicits evaluations of their pro-
grams from its users, the teachers in the
classroom.

In closing, it is my hope that other Federal
agencies would follow the example set by
NASA in its education goals. As Dan Goldin,
the NASA administrator, testified at a recent
Science Committee hearing on this issue, ‘‘It
is our education system that will prepare our
future workforce to design and use [the tools
for our future]’’. By supporting this bill, you will
enable the continued development and sup-
port of these crucial programs.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to thank my good friend
from Tennessee for yielding me time to
speak this morning.

NASA’s mission is one of exploration,
discovery, and innovation. The innova-
tion of new technology and the contin-
ued understanding of our planet and
solar system has led to many advances
in science that have benefitted our
country and our economy.

When we fund NASA activities, we
fund our future. We fund the develop-
ment of new technologies, and we push
our educational limits. Because of this,
NASA and their continued innovation
has made us the world leader in space
exploration.

I stand today, though, reluctantly in
support of H.R. 1654 because I do have
some serious concerns with some of the
provisions and possible amendments to
the bill.

First, I applaud the Committee on
Science for crafting a bill that does
look to increase funding for NASA.
However, I am very disappointed that
they removed any funding for the con-
tinued development study of the Trans-
Hab program from the Johnson Space
Center.

The Trans-Hab is a proposed replace-
ment for the International Space Sta-
tion habitation module and uses new
inflatable structural technology to
house a larger living and work space in
the limited payload of the Space Shut-
tle. As drafted, this bill would hinder
the development and eliminate the op-
tion of this new technology which
would give our astronauts more space
to work and to live.

One of NASA’s greatest assets is
their commitment to providing the pri-
vate sector with technological assist-
ance through the Technology Outreach
Program. The program applies sci-
entific and engineering innovations
originally developed for space applica-
tions to technical problems experi-
enced by other companies that are in
all of our districts.

Through the support of its own re-
search laboratories, NASA has solved
technical problems of businesses of all
sizes and varieties, from making ink
dry faster in the manufacture of Amer-
ican flags to improving the fit of a
prosthetic foot.

I also know that NASA provides edu-
cational assistance and leadership in
math and science education and par-
ticularly at the Johnson Space Center
in Houston. My district is not in that
area but it is close, and over the last 2
years I have had two astronauts, Dr.
Ellen Ochoa and Dr. Franklin Chang-
Diaz, astronauts who took time to
spend the day with me in middle
schools in my district in Houston, and
they motivate students to take math
and science.

The schools that participated include
Grantham Middle School, Woodland
Acres Middle School, Edison Middle
School in Houston Independent School
District, Burbank in HISD, Galena
Park Middle School in Galena Park
School District, and Hambrick Middle
School.

Watching these 7th and 8th graders,
Mr. Chairman, with the astronauts is
very rewarding and educational. It is
my hope that when these middle school
students go to high school they will
then be energized to take math and
science.

Again, I reluctantly support H.R.
1654. I hope we will continue to work on
this legislation and make it better by
providing funding for the Trans-Hab
project and for the Triana satellite.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) the
vice chair of the subcommittee.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman for yielding
me this time, and I rise in support of
this bill.

I commend the chairman and the
ranking member for crafting a bill that
I think all Members should be able to
support. In particular, I want to com-
mend them for the funding that they
have provided for authorized in this
bill for ongoing improvements in the
Shuttle and Shuttle upgrades. By en-
hancing the performance of the Shut-
tle, we can ultimately in the end have
a manned space flight system that will
perform more safely and more effi-
ciently, clearly something that is in
the interest of the American taxpayers.

I am, additionally, pleased for the ad-
ditional funding for the Space Station
program. We now have a large amount
of Space Station hardware in the Space
Station Processing Facility at Ken-
nedy Space Center that is being tested
and that is ready for launch.

I would like to clarify my position on
the issue regarding the satellite Triana
and why I chose to introduce the
amendment in committee calling for
the elimination of this program.

I certainly do not enjoy introducing
partisanship into a bill that is nor-
mally considered to be a nonpartisan
issue. But I want Members on both
sides of the aisle to know that, in the
fall of 1997, it was announced by NASA
that they were going to have to lay off
600 people at Kennedy Space Center be-
cause of a $100 million funding short-
fall.

These layoffs did proceed to go ahead
in the winter of 1998. And it was ap-

proximately around that time I believe
that the President had his dream, the
vision for Triana, and NASA was very
quickly able to fund tens of millions of
dollars to go towards this program and
is now looking for the additional funds
authorized to complete it.

I personally felt to do nothing and
say nothing about this, in light of what
happened to the men and women who
got laid off in my district, would be an
insult.

Now, some people may say, ‘‘Well,
congressman, if the Shuttle can con-
tinue to fly safely and efficiently with
600 fewer people, then we ought to go
ahead and let that happen.’’ But I want
Members on both sides of the aisle to
be aware that the Shuttle managers
tell me the principal reason that they
are able to continue to fly safely with
that many fewer people is because the
launch rates are way, way down to only
maybe four flights a year because of
the delays. And the Shuttle managers
tell me that, as we go back up to eight
and nine flights a year, as is hoped as
the Space Station program gets back
on track, that they may need to actu-
ally go out and hire additional people
to keep the program flying safely.

So I believe that, to me, it was really
an insult to the working men and
women out at Kennedy Space Center
for the agency to be laying off hun-
dreds of people on one day and then
finding tens of millions of dollars to
fulfill a vision for the vice president.

I have a chart over there that I would
like to show later that clearly spells
out that we can right now, using cur-
rent technology, produce an image of
the Earth using existing satellite im-
ages. And this program was just not
necessary and, therefore, I would en-
courage all my colleagues to support
not funding it.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Although I appreciate the comments
of my friend from Florida, I think it is
ironic that he is concerned about laid
off NASA employees yet he is not con-
cerned about the fact that, by his
amendment, we are going to waste
more money canceling the program
than has already been spent and he
does not seem to be concerned about
those employees and those scientific
projects that are going to be laid off
and missing because of his amendment.
It is really, I think, a disingenuous ar-
gument, totally parochial, totally par-
tisan; and this bill and this committee
deserves better.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO).
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Mr. COSTELLO. I thank the gen-

tleman from Tennessee for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to the NASA authorization
bill before us today. This bill before us
today cancels the Triana spacecraft
mission. Last year, this Congress ap-
proved $35 million for Triana. The
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Triana project was competitively
awarded and its scientific content has
been peer reviewed. It offers important
scientific and educational benefits.

Next, the bill prohibits funding for
the high performance computing and
other information technology initia-
tives contained in the President’s re-
quest. Although the gentleman from
Wisconsin has agreed to provide for
those activities in a forthcoming bill, I
want to make it clear that I believe
that NASA needs these funds. I support
their inclusion within the NASA budg-
et.

Another area of concern in this bill is
the prohibition against any funding for
the ultraefficient engine technology
focus program. Long-term R&D efforts
in engine technology, including the
construction of engineering models
when appropriate, are vitally impor-
tant to both our national security and
to continued competitiveness in world-
wide aerospace markets. We should not
abandon those efforts.

In addition, I support NASA’s avia-
tion safety and system capacity re-
search as well as research directed to-
ward aircraft noise and emission reduc-
tion. For these reasons, Mr. Chairman,
I will vote against this legislation and
ask that it be sent back to the com-
mittee to address these important
issues.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GARY MIL-
LER).

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1654, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act of 1999. I would like to
thank the sponsors of this bill, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BROWN), the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON), the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. COOK), the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE) for
their leadership on this issue.

As a member of the Committee on
Science, I am especially pleased with
H.R. 1654 because it will be the first re-
authorization legislation for NASA
spending since 1992. The administration
has cut NASA’s budget 6 years in a
row, leaving the agency to do much
more with much less. I commend NASA
for rising to the occasion by stream-
lining and reforming its projects. How-
ever, this history of chipping away at
NASA’s budget is proving to be detri-
mental to our Nation’s technological
research and development. To reverse
this trend, H.R. 1654 provides increased
funding for NASA’s programs critical
to maintaining and advancing our lead-
ership in space, science and technology
through fiscal year 2002, for investing
in science and technology today serves

to create a better tomorrow for every-
one.

At the same time, H.R. 1654 continues
to promote the fiscal discipline in our
space programs. For example, this leg-
islation fully funds NASA’s request for
the International Space Station and
Space Shuttle operations but it pro-
hibits funding for Trans-Hab as a re-
placement for the station’s habitation
module because of its higher cost. H.R.
1654 also redirects funding for the con-
troversial, untested Triana satellite
program, which would transmit new
pictures of the Earth to the Internet,
toward cutting-edge microgravity re-
search that will be used to support
human exploration and development of
space enterprise. This is a far more
useful investment than the $75 million
plus Triana screen saver.

A final attribute of this legislation is
its commitment of NASA resources to
science education. H.R. 1654 allots $20
million for the continuation of the
highly successful National Space Grant
College and Fellowship Program. This
program uses the assets of NASA for
education and public service purposes.
It has been a highly innovative leader
in California, bringing together com-
munity-based alliances composed of
educational institutions, industry and
government to work together on
projects which are both related to
space and are of community impor-
tance. The student-mentor process in-
volved in this program has shown sig-
nificant results in workforce prepara-
tion and science literacy. Once again I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
this bill.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to my classmate, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
have never failed to vote for a bill from
this committee of significance. I have
eaten some tough votes by some neigh-
boring politicians who have come back
and talked about the pork in space, in
the Space Station. I have been beat up
pretty good on the votes. I am going to
vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill today. It takes a
new and efficient engine technology
that is at the John Glenn Center in
Cleveland, formerly Lewis, and takes it
out of this bill, and I will oppose it.

My purpose standing here today is I
am offering a couple of amendments.
They are basically sense of the Con-
gress, because, you know what? Con-
gress does not do a whole hell of a lot
here. So we are going to encourage
them. The encouragement is basically
this. If NASA is going to develop any
new programs or facilities, do not do
them at the existing bases. Take NASA
to the people. When you have a supple-
mental like we had last night, every-
body has some of the military and they
feel an alignment and a personal rela-
tionship with our Pentagon and mili-
tary structure. That does not exist
here at NASA. NASA is a program for
America, but it is located in very few
facilities, and I think it is good polit-
ical wisdom and common sense to open
this program up to the people.

The Traficant amendment says,
whenever possible, on these new facili-
ties, look at other sites other than ex-
isting sites and look at those depressed
communities that could become a part
of this great national program. Look,
this ivory tower business is over. These
accidents have brought NASA down to
earth. Now we are looking at a tough
budget climate trying to carve out
money.

I will say this to the gentleman from
Wisconsin. He has done a remarkable
job. This vote is no reflection on his ef-
forts. I think he has done a great job
and he is a great chairman of this com-
mittee. But I want this committee to
look back at that engine technology at
the John Glenn Center. I think it is
good for the future, and I think it is
something in conference you should
look at very seriously.

Finally, the second amendment says,
buy American wherever you can. I
know the committee is working with
this, but I do not know how many of
my colleagues saw and heard the news
from last night. A classified report
says Russia is spying on America in
the Balkans and sharing the fruits of
their gain with Milosevic. How much
more money are we going to give to the
Russians? How much more technology
transfers are there going to be through
open, goodhearted, good-faith, spirited
work with Russia? I think if these par-
ticipating countries do not pay, they
should be thrown out of the program. If
American taxpayers are going to fi-
nance these projects, then dammit,
save that technology and keep it here.

So the two amendments are straight-
forward. I would appreciate Members’
support on them. But I would appre-
ciate looking at that engine tech-
nology that will be taken from the
John Glenn Center. Just remember
that. The John Glenn Space Center in
Cleveland, Ohio, that is a tremendous
program up there and that is a tremen-
dous project. I would appreciate it if
you would look at that.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, when I read the Wash-
ington Post this morning, I learned
that the Vice President’s spokesman
had called the majority a party of trog-
lodytes because we think it is more im-
portant to spend $32 million on medical
research than on funding the Vice
President’s late night inspiration for a
multimillion-dollar screen saver called
Triana. Personally, I do not think that
making medical research a higher pri-
ority is a reason to descend into name
calling.

I am disappointed, however, that the
minority in this Chamber has decided
to transform a matter of priority-set-
ting into a partisan political dispute. I
thought better of them. That is why I
have worked for the last 21⁄2 years to
mend fences and to build a sense of bi-
partisanship on the Committee on
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Science. For the majority members of
the Committee on Science, that meant
compromising with the minority and
trying to bridge the differences be-
tween us. I thought we had made a
good-faith effort to do that.

In developing the NASA authoriza-
tion bill in committee, we made 13 sep-
arate changes to accommodate the mi-
nority even before the bill was intro-
duced. We rewrote findings on inter-
national cooperation that the com-
mittee endorsed for 4 years. But when
the minority changed its mind, we
changed the language at their request.

We added findings on the importance
of the Deep Space Network at the re-
quest of the minority. We added find-
ings on the Hubble space telescope at
the request of the minority. We
changed language authorizing upgrades
to the Space Shuttle and prohibited ob-
ligation of those Shuttle funds pending
a report, at the request of the minor-
ity. We added funding for space science
to offset the added costs associated
with an emergency repair mission for
the Hubble space telescope, at the re-
quest of the minority.

We delayed implementation of the
small demonstration program of space
science data purchases until fiscal year
2002, at the request of the minority. We
reduced the level and details of in-
creased funding for advanced space
transportation, at the request of the
minority. We changed the language re-
quiring NASA to conduct earth science
data purchases, at the request of the
minority.

That did not satisfy them. But they
made no effort to meet us halfway. We
changed the requirement that NASA
consider the impact of its international
missions on the competitiveness of the
U.S. space industry, at the request of
the minority. We removed two posi-
tions related to the consolidated space
operations contract, at the request of
the minority.

We rewrote a section directing NASA
to begin prioritizing Shuttle upgrades,
at the request of the minority. We
added a new section establishing in law
a White House technology program for
human space flight, at the request of
the minority. By the way, if we were
interested in making this a partisan
bill at the Vice President’s expense, we
never would have done any of that.

In the committee markup, we accept-
ed an amendment increasing funding
for space grant universities, by the mi-
nority. We accepted an amendment in-
creasing funding for historically black
colleges and universities, at the re-
quest of the minority. We accepted an
amendment changing NASA’s edu-
cational responsibilities, at the request
of the minority. We accepted an
amendment on report language, at the
request of the minority. And for the
last week, the subcommittee chairman
and I have been working with other mi-
nority members to add or change re-
port language and develop colloquies to
support their goals.

How does the minority respond to all
of these efforts? Its presidential can-

didate calls us troglodytes. Democrats
withdrew their names as cosponsors of
the bill and withdrew their support in-
creasing NASA’s budget over the Presi-
dent’s request, and the minority mobi-
lizes to defeat the bill along partisan
lines, at the same time complaining
that we should add more money, add
more money, to some of these other
programs.

Now, I would hope that we can rise
above such tactics and agree to dis-
agree on the one issue that still divides
us. This bill increases NASA’s funding
over the level of the President’s re-
quest and contains many changes re-
quested by the minority. It should be
passed on a bipartisan basis.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, let me
first concur with the fact that the gen-
tleman has brought a much better at-
mosphere to our committee. I think
that we are working in a much better
way. We need to since, when we think,
there has not been a bill passed since
1992. Certainly there needs to be some
improvements.

Let me also point out that the gen-
tleman said, and he went through a lit-
any, a variety of acceptances of the
majority to minority position. Let us
put this in perspective. There was
never a subcommittee markup. The mi-
nority was given a bill 10 days in ad-
vance and said, ‘‘Here it is.’’ So I hard-
ly think that it is a mammoth under-
taking that the majority would accept
some positive, I think constructive
ways to make this bill better so we can
get it passed in a bipartisan way.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming
my time, I think the gentleman from
Tennessee is rewriting history a bit.
We gave them a draft of the bill. Before
it was introduced there were 13 sepa-
rate changes made to the text of the
bill at the request of the minority, as
has been the policy of this chairman of
the Committee on Science, to try and
narrow some issues and to be as bipar-
tisan as possible and where there is a
disagreement, to be able to fight those
out and to debate the issue on the mer-
its.

b 1130
Now we did not call anybody any

names during the committee markup
or afterwards, and it wrecks the bipar-
tisan nature of dealing with NASA and
supporting NASA when I pick up the
Washington Post this morning and see
the Vice President’s spokesman calling
the majority party a bunch of dino-
saurs because we have a disagreement
over the Triana program. Our priority
is to put money that my colleagues
want to go into Triana into medical re-
search, and that was the amendment
that was adopted when the Committee
on Science marked this bill up. This
may be a legitimate disagreement
where we think we should put more
money into medical research and less
into Triana.

But dealing with the budget, and that
is what an authorization bill is, is deal-
ing with priorities. I will lay my prior-
ities against my colleague’s priorities,
the gentleman from Tennessee, but he
ought to tell his former senator and his
spokesman that when we have got a
disagreement in priorities let us not
devolve into name calling.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, let me
again concur that this should be about
issues, not name calling, and I com-
pletely agree with the gentleman. I
suspect part of this probably resulted
from the fact that the chairman of the
Republican National Committee had
earlier released news releases con-
demning it and calling the Vice Presi-
dent names. That was wrong, and it
was wrong on each side.

As my colleagues know, this is about
issues. As my colleague pointed out,
this is about a variety of disagree-
ments, this is about trying to get the
best bill possible, and we should rise
above name calling, and I had no part
in that, but I would offer my apologies
for anything that goes beyond the real
merits of this bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, I would hope
the gentleman from Tennessee would
tap his predecessor on the shoulder and
tell him to discipline his staff a little
bit more, not calling people who are on
the Committee on Science and dealing
with the issues of setting priorities in
good faith the names that appeared in
the paper this morning.

Mr. GORDON. If I can just finally
thank the gentleman for explaining
what that term meant? I read it, but I
did not know what it meant, so I thank
him for that definition.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, the last time
the Congress sent a NASA Authorization Bill
to the President was in 1992. Since then the
appropriators have worked, year after year, to
analyze the needs of NASA and allocate those
funds necessary to maintain our nation’s aero-
nautics and space priorities. 1999 looked like
the year that the authorizers in the House
Science Committee would step up to the plate.
In this regard I would like to commend Chair-
man JAMES SENSENBRENNER and Sub-
committee Chairman DANA ROHRABACHER for
putting together H.R. 1654 and presenting it to
this body.

This original bill eliminated funding for the
Ultra-Efficient Engine Technology Program, a
focused program by NASA that will set the
stage for the development of revolutionary
new aircraft engines. The UEET continues the
aeronautics research that NASA has pursued
for many years, and it deserves widespread
support.

First, the UEET is important to the environ-
ment. The advanced engines being developed
will produce less emissions that are harmful to
the environment, and this goal is essential to
allow US aircraft to compete with those manu-
factured in Europe. The next generation of en-
gines will also be quieter, a big step forward
for neighborhoods located around airports.
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The UEET is also important to consumers

and the flying public. Advanced engines will
use fuel more efficiently, helping to keep down
ticket prices.

The UEET is also important to the competi-
tive position of major American firms. The
aerospace and aeronautics industry is one of
the few American industries still dominated by
US firms in the global marketplace. But that
leadership is threatened by foreign manufac-
turers, working hand-in-glove with foreign gov-
ernments that provide huge subsidies. We
must compete and survive on the basis of
high technology and the most sophisticated re-
search available. We must develop the aircraft
engines that will allow US airplanes to fly into
European airports. This is a major sector of
our economy, and hundreds of thousands of
high skill jobs hang in the balance.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the UEET is closely
related to our national security and the future
of military aircraft. Since its development sev-
eral years ago, the UEET has been coordi-
nated with the Department of Defense and its
High Performance Turbine Engine Program.
By supporting the UEET, this Congress is sup-
porting the sort of advanced aircraft that foster
our national defense. I join with Representa-
tive JAMES TRAFICANT and Representative STE-
VEN C. LATOURETTE in supporting an amend-
ment to remove the language from the bill that
cut funding for this program.

Originally, the bill also cut funding for
NASA’s Aircraft Noise Research Program. The
results of this research are essential to pro-
tecting people who live near airports nation-
wide. Continued funding of the UEET and the
Aircraft Noise Reduction programs will ensure
that new aircraft will be quieter and less dis-
ruptive for people who live near airports.

Air travel is increasing at a dramatic rate
across the country. The economy is good; air-
line ticket prices are affordable; airlines are
serving more and more airports. Cleveland
Hopkins International Airport, which is in my
congressional district, is expected to experi-
ence an increase of 200 daily flights this sum-
mer. 200 more flights means that the residents
and schools surrounding the airport will experi-
ence 200 times the aircraft noise. The current
level of aircraft noise is already very disruptive
to these people’s lives, and an increase will
cause them even more suffering.

I joined with Representative ANTHONY
WEINER in supporting an amendment to re-
store NASA’s Aircraft Noise Research pro-
gram to last year’s funding level by adding
$11 million in FY 2000, $10 million in 2001
and $8.5 million in 2002. NASA has set a goal
of reducing aircraft noise by one-half over the
next ten years. Without full funding, this goal
will not be attained. Great strides have already
been made in making aircraft engines quieter
and more efficient. By maintaining funding for
the Noise Research program, we can ensure
that the next phase of engines, State IV, will
soon be able to provide relief to neighbor-
hoods and schools surrounding airports.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I submit
the following letters for the RECORD:

DEAR CONGRESSMAN NETHERCUTT: Without
support for life science research, the invest-
ment in the Space Station won’t pay off.
Just as the National Institutes of Health
long-term commitment to basic research has
revolutionized medicine, NASA can do the
same for maintaining people in space. As
president-elect of the American Society for

Gravitational and Space Biology, I encour-
age you to support the $32 million increase
in the life science research budget (HR 1654).
We strongly oppose any amendment to strike
those funds.

Life science research at NASA benefits
more than our space program. The problems
seen during and after spaceflight—trouble
with balance, muscle loss, bone loss, low
blood pressure and radiation damage to
cells—affect millions on the ground too. The
basic research on how the body senses and
adapts to gravity will pay off in the long run
against problems like osteoporosis and bal-
ance disorders.

Recently, I flew in space on the Neurolab
Space Shuttle mission (STS–90). This dedi-
cated life sciences mission demonstrated the
quality and importance of the science that
NASA can do in space. The results from this
mission’s experiments on balance, sleep,
blood pressure and nervous system develop-
ment are changing how we understand the
brain and nervous system.

NASA’s and the United States’ goal is to
keep people in space for longer periods of
time and we need to learn how to do it effec-
tively. The key to this is a strong research
program that (1) maintains an active ground-
based research program with a 9–10/1 ground
to flight experiment ratio, (2) supports new
students and fellows (I personally started my
career with a NASA-supported fellowship
program), (3) increases the percentage of
high-scoring scientific proposals that can be
funded (the current level is quite low).

We appreciate the support life science re-
search has received in the past and encour-
age you to vote to increase funding for re-
search that will be the foundation for suc-
cess on the International Space Station.

Sincerely,
JAY C. BUCKEY, JR., M.D.,

President-Elect, American Society for
Gravitational and Space Biology.

JUVENILE DIABETES FOUNDATION
INTERNATIONAL, THE DIABETES
RESEARCH FOUNDATION,

May 19, 1999.
Hon. GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT, Jr.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN NETHERCUTT: On behalf
of the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation Inter-
national (JDF), I wish to express our support
for increased funding for NASA’s Office of
Life and Microgravity Science.

As you know, JDF enjoys a mutually bene-
ficial relationship with NASA to conduct di-
abetes research. The JDF–NASA partnership
has successfully led to research projects ex-
ploring diabetes-related eye disease,
noninvasive blood glucose sensors, islet cell
transplantation and other areas of research
that may benefit people with diabetes. Your
role as Co-Chairman of the Congressional Di-
abetes Caucus has continued to reinforce
this essential partnership,

I applaud your championing of sound and
scientific medical research policies. I hope
that your work to increase funding for Life
and Microgravity science research will speed
the path to a cure for diabetes and its com-
plications. I realize that funding decisions
are difficult because many of the programs
are meritorious and promising. However, the
JDF and I are thankful that you have made
finding cures for disease and saving lives
your priority in Congress.

Sincerely,
LEAH MULLIN,

Chair, Government Relations Committee.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
opposition to H.R. 1654, the NASA Authoriza-
tion Bill. Although the bill authorizes funding
for NASA’s priorities including the International

Space Station, the Space Shuttle Program
and the Hubble Space Telescope, I am con-
cerned with the bill’s provision barring funding
for the Triana Satellite, a project directed by
the Scripps Institution of Oceanography in La
Jolla, California in conjunction with the God-
dard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt, Mary-
land.

The Triana Mission, named for the sailor on
Columbus’ voyage who first spotted the New
World, will provide not only a real-time view of
the Earth for distribution on the internet, but
will also include instruments to study solar in-
fluences on climate, ultraviolet radiation, space
weather, the microphysical properties of
clouds, and the measurement of vegetation
canopies. $35 million is already being spent
on this project in FY’99 and researchers and
scientists at Goddard Space Flight Center are
working hard on the design of the spacecraft
and the ground system for the satellite as well
as providing program integration and support.

I am disappointed that this important project
has become mired in a partisan debate over
the Vice President’s involvement.

Despite the absence of the Triana program,
the bill does support many worthwhile pro-
grams important to NASA and to the Goddard
Space Flight Center. With continued funding of
projects in the fields of earth and space
science like funding for the Earth Orbiting Sys-
tem (EOS) and an additional $30 million in
FY’00 for the Hubble Space Telescope serv-
icing mission, the bill authorizes funding cru-
cial to these programs’ continued success.

The bill also authorizes funding to repair an
aging infrastructure at Goddard. The $2.9 mil-
lion for repair of the steam distribution network
and $3.9 million for chilled water distribution
are key construction projects for maintaining
the Space Flight Center’s status as one of
NASA’s premier facilities.

Despite the many beneficial projects in this
authorization bill, I cannot support a bill that
puts politics before programs intended to pro-
vide a better understanding of our last true
frontier.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, in 1803,
President Thomas Jefferson successfully
gained approval from Congress for a truly vi-
sionary project. This project was to become
one of America’s greatest explorations. Con-
gress appropriated funds for the small U.S.
Army unit, led by Lewis and Clark, to explore
the Missouri and Columbia rivers. From this
exploration, we gained invaluable information
for future settlement.

Exploration is as engrained into American
heritage as freedom is. America is a nation
that has been supportive of exploration from
our earliest years. Congress is again chal-
lenged to appropriate funding for America’s
continued exploration. The return we receive
from every dollar we invest in space explo-
ration is an average of 9 dollars. Space explo-
ration is an extraordinary investment.

For the last ten years, I have had the privi-
lege of aiding in the continuation of American
exploration. The Space Program is one of the
most important areas of exploration that we
can support. The benefits of the space pro-
gram to improving human life are innumerable.

Two of the more important results to me
personally are in the health field—pacemakers
and laser eye surgery. Pacemakers have
saved thousands of lives, including the life of
one of my staff’s father. The technology
gained by electronics testing during space
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flights is priceless. The innovations imple-
mented after space testing has revolutionized
life for thousands with pacemakers.

Another life improving benefit is laser eye
surgery. Lasers being developed by NASA
would aid in the early detection of eye disease
and spot cataracts before they are severe
enough to require surgery. Cataracts in Flor-
ida, especially among the elderly are a con-
stant threat, but thanks to a NASA-developed
laser light, opthamologists are beginning clin-
ical trials on investigating the early formation,
detection and treatment of cataracts.

These examples barely scratch the surface.
I could continue listing benefits, but time will
simply not allow it. The technology created
from the space program will improve the lives
of all Americans—in many ways—and will be
the basis for profound technological advances
for generations to come.

The space program deserves our continued
support.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ad-
dress provisions added to H.R. 1654, which
are in the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, specifically Sec-
tion 219, the ‘‘100th Anniversary of Flight Edu-
cational Initiative.’’

I wish to thank the Chairman of the Science
Committee and the Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, for working with me to modify
this section. The provision, as originally adopt-
ed by the Committee on Science, would have
called for federal curriculum development re-
garding a specific subject matter. As I have
been an opponent of federal involvement in
curriculum development and as Section 438 of
the General Education Provisions Act currently
prohibits such federal activity, I am pleased
that these provisions have been modified to
recognize the importance of educating our na-
tion’s children regarding the 100th Anniversary
of Powered Flight, without the intrusion of op-
pressive federal authority. Again, I wish to
thank the gentleman for working with me and
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force and I look forward to working with you in
conference negotiations with the other body.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 1654
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration Authorization Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings.
Sec. 3. Definitions.

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Subtitle A—Authorizations
Sec. 101. International Space Station.
Sec. 102. Launch Vehicle and Payload Oper-

ations.
Sec. 103. Science, Aeronautics, and Technology.
Sec. 104. Mission Support.

Sec. 105. Inspector General.
Sec. 106. Total authorization.
Sec. 107. Aviation systems capacity.
Subtitle B—Limitations and Special Authority

Sec. 121. Use of funds for construction.
Sec. 122. Availability of appropriated amounts.
Sec. 123. Reprogramming for construction of fa-

cilities.
Sec. 124. Limitation on obligation of unauthor-

ized appropriations.
Sec. 125. Use of funds for scientific consulta-

tions or extraordinary expenses.
Sec. 126. Earth science limitation.
Sec. 127. Competitiveness and international co-

operation.
Sec. 128. Trans-hab.
Sec. 129. Consolidated Space Operations Con-

tract.
Sec. 130. Triana funding prohibition.

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 201. Requirement for independent cost

analysis.
Sec. 202. National Aeronautics and Space Act

of 1958 amendments.
Sec. 203. Commercial space goods and services.
Sec. 204. Cost effectiveness calculations.
Sec. 205. Foreign contract limitation.
Sec. 206. Authority to reduce or suspend con-

tract payments based on substan-
tial evidence of fraud.

Sec. 207. Space Shuttle upgrade study.
Sec. 208. Aero-space transportation technology

integration.
Sec. 209. Definitions of commercial space policy

terms.
Sec. 210. External tank opportunities study.
Sec. 211. Eligibility for awards.
Sec. 212. Notice.
Sec. 213. Unitary Wind Tunnel Plan Act of 1949

amendments.
Sec. 214. Innovative technologies for human

space flight.
Sec. 215. Life in the universe.
Sec. 216. Research on International Space Sta-

tion.
Sec. 217. Remote sensing for agricultural and

resource management.
Sec. 218. Integrated safety research plan.
Sec. 219. 100th anniversary of flight edu-

cational initiative.
Sec. 220. Internet availability of information.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-

ministration should continue to pursue actions
and reforms directed at reducing institutional
costs, including management restructuring, fa-
cility consolidation, procurement reform, and
convergence with defense and commercial sector
systems.

(2) The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration must continue on its current course
of returning to its proud history as the Nation’s
leader in basic scientific, air, and space re-
search.

(3) The overwhelming preponderance of the
Federal Government’s requirements for routine,
unmanned space transportation can be met most
effectively, efficiently, and economically by a
free and competitive market in privately devel-
oped and operated space transportation services.

(4) In formulating a national space transpor-
tation service policy, the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration should aggressively
promote the pursuit by commercial providers of
development of advanced space transportation
technologies including reusable space vehicles,
and human space systems.

(5) The Federal Government should invest in
the types of research and innovative technology
in which United States commercial providers do
not invest, while avoiding competition with the
activities in which United States commercial
providers do invest.

(6) International cooperation in space explo-
ration and science activities serves the United
States national interest—

(A) when it—
(i) reduces the cost of undertaking missions

the United States Government would pursue
unilaterally;

(ii) enables the United States to pursue mis-
sions that it could not otherwise afford to pur-
sue unilaterally; or

(iii) enhances United States capabilities to use
and develop space for the benefit of United
States citizens; and

(B) when it—
(i) is undertaken in a manner that is sensitive

to the desire of United States commercial pro-
viders to develop or explore space commercially;

(ii) is consistent with the need for Federal
agencies to use space to complete their missions;
and

(iii) is carried out in a manner consistent with
United States export control laws.

(7) The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration and the Department of Defense can
cooperate more effectively in leveraging their
mutual capabilities to conduct joint space mis-
sions that improve United States space capabili-
ties and reduce the cost of conducting space
missions.

(8) The Deep Space Network will continue to
be a critically important part of the Nation’s sci-
entific and exploration infrastructure in the
coming decades, and the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration should ensure that
the Network is adequately maintained and that
upgrades required to support future missions are
undertaken in a timely manner.

(9) The Hubble Space Telescope has proven to
be an important national astronomical research
facility that is revolutionizing our under-
standing of the universe and should be kept pro-
ductive, and its capabilities should be main-
tained and enhanced as appropriate to serve as
a scientific bridge to the next generation of
space-based observatories.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—
(1) the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Ad-

ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration;

(2) the term ‘‘commercial provider’’ means any
person providing space transportation services
or other space-related activities, primary control
of which is held by persons other than Federal,
State, local, and foreign governments;

(3) the term ‘‘institution of higher education’’
has the meaning given such term in section
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1141(a));

(4) the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the several
States of the Union, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and
any other commonwealth, territory, or posses-
sion of the United States; and

(5) the term ‘‘United States commercial pro-
vider’’ means a commercial provider, organized
under the laws of the United States or of a
State, which is—

(A) more than 50 percent owned by United
States nationals; or

(B) a subsidiary of a foreign company and the
Secretary of Commerce finds that—

(i) such subsidiary has in the past evidenced
a substantial commitment to the United States
market through—

(I) investments in the United States in long-
term research, development, and manufacturing
(including the manufacture of major compo-
nents and subassemblies); and

(II) significant contributions to employment in
the United States; and

(ii) the country or countries in which such
foreign company is incorporated or organized,
and, if appropriate, in which it principally con-
ducts its business, affords reciprocal treatment
to companies described in subparagraph (A)
comparable to that afforded to such foreign
company’s subsidiary in the United States, as
evidenced by—
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(I) providing comparable opportunities for

companies described in subparagraph (A) to
participate in Government sponsored research
and development similar to that authorized
under this Act;

(II) providing no barriers to companies de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) with respect to
local investment opportunities that are not pro-
vided to foreign companies in the United States;
and

(III) providing adequate and effective protec-
tion for the intellectual property rights of com-
panies described in subparagraph (A).

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Subtitle A—Authorizations
SEC. 101. INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION.

There are authorized to be appropriated to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for International Space Station—

(1) for fiscal year 2000, $2,482,700,000, of which
$394,400,000, notwithstanding section 121(a)—

(A) shall only be for Space Station research or
for the purposes described in section 103(2); and

(B) shall be administered by the Office of Life
and Microgravity Sciences and Applications;

(2) for fiscal year 2001, $2,328,000,000, of which
$465,400,000, notwithstanding section 121(a)—

(A) shall only be for Space Station research or
for the purposes described in section 103(2); and

(B) shall be administered by the Office of Life
and Microgravity Sciences and Applications;
and

(3) for fiscal year 2002, $2,091,000,000, of which
$469,200,000, notwithstanding section 121(a)—

(A) shall only be for Space Station research or
for the purposes described in section 103(2); and

(B) shall be administered by the Office of Life
and Microgravity Sciences and Applications.
SEC. 102. LAUNCH VEHICLE AND PAYLOAD OPER-

ATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to the

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for Launch Vehicle and Payload Operations the
following amounts:

(1) For Space Shuttle Operations—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $2,547,400,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $2,649,900,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $2,629,000,000.
(2) For Space Shuttle Safety and Performance

Upgrades—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $456,800,000, of which

$18,000,000 shall not be obligated until 45 days
after the report required by section 207 has been
submitted to the Congress;

(B) for fiscal year 2001, $407,200,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $414,000,000.
(3) For Payload and Utilization Operations—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $169,100,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $182,900,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $184,500,000.

SEC. 103. SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS, AND TECH-
NOLOGY.

There are authorized to be appropriated to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for Science, Aeronautics, and Technology the
following amounts:

(1) For Space Science—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $2,202,400,000, of

which—
(i) $10,500,000 shall be for the Near Earth Ob-

ject Survey;
(ii) $472,000,000 shall be for the Research Pro-

gram;
(iii) $12,000,000 shall be for Space Solar Power

technology; and
(iv) $170,400,000 shall be for Hubble Space Tel-

escope (Development);
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $2,315,200,000, of

which—
(i) $10,500,000 shall be for the Near Earth Ob-

ject Survey;
(ii) $475,800,000 shall be for the Research Pro-

gram; and
(iii) $12,000,000 shall be for Space Solar Power

technology; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $2,411,800,000, of

which—

(i) $10,500,000 shall be for the Near Earth Ob-
ject Survey;

(ii) $511,100,000 shall be for the Research Pro-
gram;

(iii) $12,000,000 shall be for Space Solar Power
technology; and

(iv) $5,000,000 shall be for space science data
buy.

(2) For Life and Microgravity Sciences and
Applications—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $333,600,000, of which
$2,000,000 shall be for research and early detec-
tion systems for breast and ovarian cancer and
other women’s health issues, and $5,000,000
shall be for sounding rocket vouchers;

(B) for fiscal year 2001, $335,200,000, of which
$2,000,000 shall be for research and early detec-
tion systems for breast and ovarian cancer and
other women’s health issues; and

(C) for fiscal year 2002, $344,000,000, of which
$2,000,000 shall be for research and early detec-
tion systems for breast and ovarian cancer and
other women’s health issues.

(3) For Earth Science, subject to the limita-
tions set forth in sections 126 and 130—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $1,382,500,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $1,413,300,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $1,365,300,000.
(4) For Aero-Space Technology—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $999,300,000, of

which—
(i) $532,800,000 shall be for Aeronautical Re-

search and Technology, with no funds to be
used for the Ultra-Efficient Engine, and with
$412,800,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base;

(ii) $334,000,000 shall be for Advanced Space
Transportation Technology, including—

(I) $61,300,000 for the Future-X Demonstration
Program; and

(II) $105,600,000 for Advanced Space Trans-
portation Program; and

(iii) $132,500,000 shall be for Commercial Tech-
nology;

(B) for fiscal year 2001, $908,400,000, of
which—

(i) $524,000,000 shall be for Aeronautical Re-
search and Technology, with no funds to be
used for the Ultra-Efficient Engine, and with
$399,800,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base, and with $54,200,000 to be for
Aviation System Capacity;

(ii) $249,400,000 shall be for Advanced Space
Transportation Technology, including—

(I) $109,000,000 for the Future-X Demonstra-
tion Program; and

(II) $134,400,000 for Advanced Space Trans-
portation Program; and

(iii) $135,000,000 shall be for Commercial Tech-
nology; and

(C) for fiscal year 2002, $994,800,000, of
which—

(i) $519,200,000 shall be for Aeronautical Re-
search and Technology, with no funds to be
used for the Ultra-Efficient Engine, and with
$381,600,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base, and with $67,600,000 to be for
Aviation System Capacity;

(ii) $340,000,000 shall be for Advanced Space
Transportation Technology; and

(iii) $135,600,000 shall be for Commercial Tech-
nology.

(5) For Mission Communication Services—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $406,300,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $382,100,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $296,600,000.
(6) For Academic Programs—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $128,600,000, of which

$11,600,000 shall be for Higher Education within
the Teacher/Faculty Preparation and Enhance-
ment Programs, of which $20,000,000 shall be for
the National Space Grant College and Fellow-
ship Program, and of which $62,100,000 shall be
for minority university research and education,
including $33,600,000 for Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities;

(B) for fiscal year 2001, $128,600,000, of which
$62,100,000 shall be for minority university re-

search and education, including $33,600,000 for
Historically Black Colleges and Universities;
and

(C) for fiscal year 2002, $130,600,000, of which
$62,800,000 shall be for minority university re-
search and education, including $34,000,000 for
Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

(7) For Future Planning (Space Launch)—
(A) for fiscal year 2001, $144,000,000; and
(B) for fiscal year 2002, $280,000,000.

SEC. 104. MISSION SUPPORT.
There are authorized to be appropriated to the

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for Mission Support the following amounts:

(1) For Safety, Reliability, and Quality
Assurance—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $43,000,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $45,000,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $49,000,000.
(2) For Space Communication Services—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $89,700,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $109,300,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $174,200,000.
(3) For Construction of Facilities, including

land acquisition—
(A) for fiscal year 2000, $181,000,000,

including—
(i) Restore Electrical Distribution System

(ARC), $2,700,000;
(ii) Rehabilitate Main Hangar Building 4802

(Dryden Flight Research Center (DFRC)),
$2,900,000;

(iii) Rehabilitate High Voltage System (Glenn
Research Center), $7,600,000;

(iv) Repair Site Steam Distribution System
(GSFC), $2,900,000;

(v) Restore Chilled Water Distribution System
(GSFC), $3,900,000;

(vi) Rehabilitate Hydrostatic Bearing Runner,
70 meter Antenna, Goldstone (JPL), $1,700,000;

(vii) Upgrade 70 meter Antenna Servo Drive,
70 meter Antenna Subnet (JPL), $3,400,000;

(viii) Rehabilitate Utility Tunnel Structure
and Systems (Johnson Space Center (JSC)),
$5,600,000;

(ix) Connect KSC to CCAS Wastewater Treat-
ment Plant (KSC), $2,500,000;

(x) Repair and Modernize HVAC System, Cen-
tral Instrument Facility (KSC), $3,000,000;

(xi) Replace High Voltage Load Break Switch-
es (KSC), $2,700,000;

(xii) Repair and Modernize HVAC and Elec-
trical systems, Building 4201 (Marshall Space
Flight Center (MSFC)), $2,300,000;

(xiii) Repair Roofs, Vehicle Component Supply
buildings (MAF), $2,000,000;

(xiv) Minor Revitalization of Facilities at Var-
ious Locations, not in excess of $1,500,000 per
project, $65,500,000;

(xv) Minor Construction of New Facilities and
Additions to Existing Facilities at Various Loca-
tions, not in excess of $1,500,000 per project,
$5,000,000;

(xvi) Facility Planning and Design,
$19,200,000;

(xvii) Deferred Major Maintenance, $8,000,000;
(xviii) Environmental Compliance and Res-

toration, $40,100,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $181,000,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $191,000,000.
(4) For Research and Program Management,

including personnel and related costs, travel,
and research operations support—

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $2,181,200,000;
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $2,195,000,000; and
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $2,261,600,000.

SEC. 105. INSPECTOR GENERAL.
There are authorized to be appropriated to the

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for Inspector General—

(1) for fiscal year 2000, $22,000,000;
(2) for fiscal year 2001, $22,000,000; and
(3) for fiscal year 2002, $22,000,000.

SEC. 106. TOTAL AUTHORIZATION.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this

title, the total amount authorized to be appro-
priated to the National Aeronautics and Space
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Administration under this Act shall not
exceed—

(1) for fiscal year 2000, $13,625,600,000;
(2) for fiscal year 2001, $13,747,100,000; and
(3) for fiscal year 2002, $13,839,400,000.

SEC. 107. AVIATION SYSTEMS CAPACITY.
In addition to amounts otherwise authorized,

there are authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 for avia-
tion systems capacity.

Subtitle B—Limitations and Special Authority
SEC. 121. USE OF FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION.

(a) AUTHORIZED USES.—Funds appropriated
under sections 101, 102, 103, and 104(1) and (2),
and funds appropriated for research operations
support under section 104(4), may be used for
the construction of new facilities and additions
to, repair of, rehabilitation of, or modification
of existing facilities at any location in support
of the purposes for which such funds are au-
thorized.

(b) LIMITATION.—No funds may be expended
pursuant to subsection (a) for a project, the esti-
mated cost of which to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, including collateral
equipment, exceeds $1,000,000, until 30 days
have passed after the Administrator has notified
the Committee on Science of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate of the
nature, location, and estimated cost to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration of
such project.

(c) TITLE TO FACILITIES.—If funds are used
pursuant to subsection (a) for grants to institu-
tions of higher education, or to nonprofit orga-
nizations whose primary purpose is the conduct
of scientific research, for purchase or construc-
tion of additional research facilities, title to
such facilities shall be vested in the United
States unless the Administrator determines that
the national program of aeronautical and space
activities will best be served by vesting title in
the grantee institution or organization. Each
such grant shall be made under such conditions
as the Administrator shall determine to be re-
quired to ensure that the United States will re-
ceive therefrom benefits adequate to justify the
making of that grant.
SEC. 122. AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED

AMOUNTS.
To the extent provided in appropriations Acts,

appropriations authorized under subtitle A may
remain available without fiscal year limitation.
SEC. 123. REPROGRAMMING FOR CONSTRUCTION

OF FACILITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Appropriations authorized

for construction of facilities under section
104(3)—

(1) may be varied upward by 10 percent in the
discretion of the Administrator; or

(2) may be varied upward by 25 percent, to
meet unusual cost variations, after the expira-
tion of 15 days following a report on the cir-
cumstances of such action by the Administrator
to the Committee on Science of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate.

The aggregate amount authorized to be appro-
priated for construction of facilities under sec-
tion 104(3) shall not be increased as a result of
actions authorized under paragraphs (1) and (2)
of this subsection.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—Where the Administrator
determines that new developments in the na-
tional program of aeronautical and space activi-
ties have occurred; and that such developments
require the use of additional funds for the pur-
poses of construction, expansion, or modifica-
tion of facilities at any location; and that defer-
ral of such action until the enactment of the
next National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration authorization Act would be inconsistent
with the interest of the Nation in aeronautical

and space activities, the Administrator may use
up to $10,000,000 of the amounts authorized
under section 104(3) for each fiscal year for such
purposes. No such funds may be obligated until
a period of 30 days has passed after the Admin-
istrator has transmitted to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and the Committee on Science of the
House of Representatives a written report de-
scribing the nature of the construction, its costs,
and the reasons therefor.
SEC. 124. LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION OF UNAU-

THORIZED APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than—
(A) 30 days after the later of the date of the

enactment of an Act making appropriations to
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for fiscal year 2000 and the date of the
enactment of this Act; and

(B) 30 days after the date of the enactment of
an Act making appropriations to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration for fiscal
year 2001 or 2002,
the Administrator shall submit a report to Con-
gress and to the Comptroller General.

(2) CONTENTS.—The reports required by para-
graph (1) shall specify—

(A) the portion of such appropriations which
are for programs, projects, or activities not au-
thorized under subtitle A of this title, or which
are in excess of amounts authorized for the rel-
evant program, project, or activity under this
Act; and

(B) the portion of such appropriations which
are authorized under this Act.

(b) FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE.—The Adminis-
trator shall, coincident with the submission of
each report required by subsection (a), publish
in the Federal Register a notice of all programs,
projects, or activities for which funds are appro-
priated but which were not authorized under
this Act, and solicit public comment thereon re-
garding the impact of such programs, projects,
or activities on the conduct and effectiveness of
the national aeronautics and space program.

(c) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no funds may be obligated for
any programs, projects, or activities of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
for fiscal year 2000, 2001, or 2002 not authorized
under this Act until 30 days have passed after
the close of the public comment period contained
in a notice required by subsection (b).
SEC. 125. USE OF FUNDS FOR SCIENTIFIC CON-

SULTATIONS OR EXTRAORDINARY
EXPENSES.

Not more than $30,000 of the funds appro-
priated under section 103 may be used for sci-
entific consultations or extraordinary expenses,
upon the authority of the Administrator.
SEC. 126. EARTH SCIENCE LIMITATION.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated for
Earth Science under section 103(3) for each of
fiscal years 2001 and 2002, $50,000,000 shall be
for the Commercial Remote Sensing Program at
Stennis Space Center for commercial data pur-
chases, unless the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration has integrated data pur-
chases into the procurement process for Earth
science research by obligating at least 5 percent
of the aggregate amount appropriated for that
fiscal year for Earth Observing System and
Earth Probes for the purchase of Earth science
data from the private sector.
SEC. 127. COMPETITIVENESS AND INTER-

NATIONAL COOPERATION.
(a) LIMITATION.—As part of the evaluation of

the costs and benefits of entering into an obliga-
tion to conduct a space mission in which a for-
eign entity will participate as a supplier of the
spacecraft, spacecraft system, or launch system,
the Administrator shall solicit comment on the
potential impact of such participation through
notice published in Commerce Business Daily at
least 45 days before entering into such an obli-
gation.

(b) NATIONAL INTERESTS.—Before entering
into an obligation described in subsection (a),
the Administrator shall consider the national
interests of the United States described in sec-
tion 2(6).
SEC. 128. TRANS-HAB.

(a) REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE.—No funds au-
thorized by this Act shall be obligated for the
definition, design, or development of an inflat-
able space structure to replace any Inter-
national Space Station components scheduled
for launch in the Assembly Sequence released by
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration on February 22, 1999.

(b) GENERAL LIMITATION.—No funds author-
ized by this Act for fiscal year 2000 shall be obli-
gated for the definition, design, or development
of an inflatable space structure capable of ac-
commodating humans in space.
SEC. 129. CONSOLIDATED SPACE OPERATIONS

CONTRACT.
No funds authorized by this Act shall be used

to create a Government-owned corporation to
perform the functions that are the subject of the
Consolidated Space Operations Contract.
SEC. 130. TRIANA FUNDING PROHIBITION.

None of the funds authorized by this Act may
be used for the Triana program, except that
$2,500,000 of the amount authorized under sec-
tion 103(3)(A) for fiscal year 2000 shall be avail-
able for termination costs.

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. REQUIREMENT FOR INDEPENDENT

COST ANALYSIS.
Before any funds may be obligated for Phase

B of a project that is projected to cost more than
$100,000,000 in total project costs, the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration shall conduct an
independent cost analysis of such project and
shall report the results to Congress. In devel-
oping cost accounting and reporting standards
for carrying out this section, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer shall, to the extent practicable and
consistent with other laws, solicit the advice of
expertise outside of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration.
SEC. 202. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE

ACT OF 1958 AMENDMENTS.
(a) DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURPOSE.—

Section 102 of the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2451) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (f) and redesig-
nating subsections (g) and (h) as subsections (f)
and (g), respectively; and

(2) in subsection (g), as so redesignated by
paragraph (1) of this subsection, by striking
‘‘(f), and (g)’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘and
(f)’’.

(b) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.—Section
206(a) of the National Aeronautics and Space
Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2476(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘January’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘May’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘calendar’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘fiscal’’.
SEC. 203. COMMERCIAL SPACE GOODS AND SERV-

ICES.
The National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-

tration shall purchase commercially available
space goods and services to the fullest extent
feasible, and shall not conduct activities that
preclude or deter commercial space activities ex-
cept for reasons of national security or public
safety. A space good or service shall be deemed
commercially available if it is offered by a
United States commercial provider, or if it could
be supplied by a United States commercial pro-
vider in response to a Government procurement
request. For purposes of this section, a purchase
is feasible if it meets mission requirements in a
cost-effective manner.
SEC. 204. COST EFFECTIVENESS CALCULATIONS.

In calculating the cost effectiveness of the cost
of the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration engaging in an activity as compared to
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a commercial provider, the Administrator shall
compare the cost of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration engaging in the activ-
ity using full cost accounting principles with
the price the commercial provider will charge for
such activity.
SEC. 205. FOREIGN CONTRACT LIMITATION.

The National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration shall not enter into any agreement or
contract with a foreign government that grants
the foreign government the right to recover prof-
it in the event that the agreement or contract is
terminated.
SEC. 206. AUTHORITY TO REDUCE OR SUSPEND

CONTRACT PAYMENTS BASED ON
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OF FRAUD.

Section 2307(i)(8) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and (4)’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘(4), and (6)’’.
SEC. 207. SPACE SHUTTLE UPGRADE STUDY.

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator shall enter
into appropriate arrangements for the conduct
of an independent study to reassess the priority
of all Phase III and Phase IV Space Shuttle up-
grades.

(b) PRIORITIES.—The study described in sub-
section (a) shall establish relative priorities of
the upgrades within each of the following cat-
egories:

(1) Upgrades that are safety related.
(2) Upgrades that may have functional or

technological applicability to reusable launch
vehicles.

(3) Upgrades that have a payback period
within the next 12 years.

(c) COMPLETION DATE.—The results of the
study described in subsection (a) shall be trans-
mitted to the Congress not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 208. AERO-SPACE TRANSPORTATION TECH-

NOLOGY INTEGRATION.
(a) INTEGRATION PLAN.—The Administrator

shall develop a plan for the integration of re-
search, development, and experimental dem-
onstration activities in the aeronautics trans-
portation technology and space transportation
technology areas. The plan shall ensure that in-
tegration is accomplished without losing unique
capabilities which support the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration’s defined mis-
sions. The plan shall also include appropriate
strategies for using aeronautics centers in inte-
gration efforts.

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Administrator shall transmit to the Congress
a report containing the plan developed under
subsection (a). The Administrator shall transmit
to the Congress annually thereafter for 5 years
a report on progress in achieving such plan, to
be transmitted with the annual budget request.
SEC. 209. DEFINITIONS OF COMMERCIAL SPACE

POLICY TERMS.
The Administrator shall ensure that the usage

of terminology in National Aeronautics and
Space Administration policies and programs is
consistent with the following definitions:

(1) The term ‘‘commercialization’’ means the
process of private entities conducting privatized
space activities to expand their customer base
beyond the Federal Government to address exist-
ing or potential commercial markets, investing
private resources to meet those commercial mar-
ket requirements.

(2) The term ‘‘commercial purchase’’ means a
purchase by the Federal Government of space
goods and services at a market price from a pri-
vate entity which has invested private resources
to meet commercial requirements.

(3) The term ‘‘commercial use of Federal as-
sets’’ means the use by a service contractor or
other private entity of the capability of Federal
assets to deliver services to commercial cus-
tomers, with or without putting private capital
at risk.

(4) The term ‘‘contract consolidation’’ means
the combining of two or more Government serv-

ice contracts for related space activities into one
larger Government service contract.

(5) The term ‘‘privatization’’ means the proc-
ess of transferring—

(A) control and ownership of Federal space-
related assets, along with the responsibility for
operating, maintaining, and upgrading those
assets; or

(B) control and responsibility for space-re-
lated functions,
from the Federal Government to the private sec-
tor.
SEC. 210. EXTERNAL TANK OPPORTUNITIES

STUDY.
(a) APPLICATIONS.—the Administrator shall

enter into appropriate arrangements for an
independent study to identify, and evaluate the
potential benefits and costs of, the broadest pos-
sible range of commercial and scientific applica-
tions which are enabled by the launch of Space
Shuttle external tanks into Earth orbit and re-
tention in space, including—

(1) the use of privately owned external tanks
as a venue for commercial advertising on the
ground, during ascent, and in Earth orbit, ex-
cept that such study shall not consider adver-
tising that while in orbit is observable from the
ground with the unaided human eye;

(2) the use of external tanks to achieve sci-
entific or technology demonstration missions in
Earth orbit, on the Moon, or elsewhere in space;
and

(3) the use of external tanks as low-cost infra-
structure in Earth orbit or on the Moon, includ-
ing as an augmentation to the International
Space Station.
A final report on the results of such study shall
be delivered to the Congress not later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this Act.
Such report shall include recommendations as to
Government and industry-funded improvements
to the external tank which would maximize its
cost-effectiveness for the scientific and commer-
cial applications identified.

(b) REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS.—The Adminis-
trator shall conduct an internal agency study,
based on the conclusions of the study required
by subsection (a), of what—

(1) improvements to the current Space Shuttle
external tank; and

(2) other in-space transportation or infra-
structure capability developments,
would be required for the safe and economical
use of the Space Shuttle external tank for any
or all of the applications identified by the study
required by subsection (a), a report on which
shall be delivered to Congress not later than 45
days after receipt of the final report required by
subsection (a).

(c) CHANGES IN LAW OR POLICY.—Upon receipt
of the final report required by subsection (a),
the Administrator shall solicit comment from in-
dustry on what, if any, changes in law or policy
would be required to achieve the applications
identified in that final report. Not later than 90
days after receipt of such final report, the Ad-
ministrator shall transmit to the Congress the
comments received along with the recommenda-
tions of the Administrator as to changes in law
or policy that may be required for those pur-
poses.
SEC. 211. ELIGIBILITY FOR AWARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall ex-
clude from consideration for grant agreements
made by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration after fiscal year 1999 any person
who received funds, other than those described
in subsection (b), appropriated for a fiscal year
after fiscal year 1999, under a grant agreement
from any Federal funding source for a project
that was not subjected to a competitive, merit-
based award process, except as specifically au-
thorized by this Act. Any exclusion from consid-
eration pursuant to this section shall be effec-
tive for a period of 5 years after the person re-
ceives such Federal funds.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the receipt of Federal funds by a per-

son due to the membership of that person in a
class specified by law for which assistance is
awarded to members of the class according to a
formula provided by law.

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘grant agreement’’ means a legal in-
strument whose principal purpose is to transfer
a thing of value to the recipient to carry out a
public purpose of support or stimulation author-
ized by a law of the United States, and does not
include the acquisition (by purchase, lease, or
barter) of property or services for the direct ben-
efit or use of the United States Government.
Such term does not include a cooperative agree-
ment (as such term is used in section 6305 of title
31, United States Code) or a cooperative re-
search and development agreement (as such
term is defined in section 12(d)(1) of the Steven-
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980
(15 U.S.C. 3710a(d)(1))).
SEC. 212. NOTICE.

(a) NOTICE OF REPROGRAMMING.—If any
funds authorized by this Act are subject to a re-
programming action that requires notice to be
provided to the Appropriations Committees of
the House of Representatives and the Senate,
notice of such action shall concurrently be pro-
vided to the Committee on Science of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate.

(b) NOTICE OF REORGANIZATION.—The Admin-
istrator shall provide notice to the Committees
on Science and Appropriations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committees on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation and Appro-
priations of the Senate, not later than 15 days
before any major reorganization of any pro-
gram, project, or activity of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.
SEC. 213. UNITARY WIND TUNNEL PLAN ACT OF

1949 AMENDMENTS.

The Unitary Wind Tunnel Plan Act of 1949 is
amended—

(1) in section 101 (50 U.S.C. 511) by striking
‘‘transsonic and supersonic’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘transsonic, supersonic, and
hypersonic’’; and

(2) in section 103 (50 U.S.C. 513)—
(A) by striking ‘‘laboratories’’ in subsection

(a) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘laboratories
and centers’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘supersonic’’ in subsection (a)
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘transsonic, super-
sonic, and hypersonic’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘laboratory’’ in subsection (c)
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘facility’’.
SEC. 214. INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—In order to
promote a ‘‘faster, cheaper, better’’ approach to
the human exploration and development of
space, the Administrator shall establish a
Human Space Flight Commercialization/Tech-
nology program of ground-based and space-
based research and development in innovative
technologies.

(b) AWARDS.—At least 75 percent of the
amount appropriated for the program estab-
lished under subsection (a) for any fiscal year
shall be awarded through broadly distributed
announcements of opportunity that solicit pro-
posals from educational institutions, industry,
nonprofit institutions, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration Centers, the Jet Pro-
pulsion Laboratory, other Federal agencies, and
other interested organizations, and that allow
partnerships among any combination of those
entities, with evaluation, prioritization, and rec-
ommendations made by external peer review
panels.

(c) PLAN.—The Administrator shall include as
part of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration’s budget request to the Congress for
fiscal year 2001 a plan for the implementation of
the program established under subsection (a).
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SEC. 215. LIFE IN THE UNIVERSE.

(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall enter
into appropriate arrangements with the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences for the conduct of a
review of—

(1) international efforts to determine the ex-
tent of life in the universe; and

(2) enhancements that can be made to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration’s
efforts to determine the extent of life in the uni-
verse.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The review required by sub-
section (a) shall include—

(1) an assessment of the direction of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration’s
astrobiology initiatives within the Origins pro-
gram;

(2) an assessment of the direction of other ini-
tiatives carried out by entities other than the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
to determine the extent of life in the universe,
including other Federal agencies, foreign space
agencies, and private groups such as the Search
for Extraterrestrial Intelligence Institute;

(3) recommendations about scientific and tech-
nological enhancements that could be made to
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration’s astrobiology initiatives to effectively
utilize the initiatives of the scientific and tech-
nical communities; and

(4) recommendations for possible coordination
or integration of National Aeronautics and
Space Administration initiatives with initiatives
of other entities described in paragraph (2).

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 18
months after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Administrator shall transmit to the
Congress a report on the results of the review
carried out under this section.
SEC. 216. RESEARCH ON INTERNATIONAL SPACE

STATION.
(a) STUDY.—The Administrator shall enter

into a contract with the National Research
Council and the National Academy of Public
Administration to jointly conduct a study of the
status of life and microgravity research as it re-
lates to the International Space Station. The
study shall include—

(1) an assessment of the United States sci-
entific community’s readiness to use the Inter-
national Space Station for life and microgravity
research;

(2) an assessment of the current and projected
factors limiting the United States scientific com-
munity’s ability to maximize the research poten-
tial of the International Space Station, includ-
ing, but not limited to, the past and present
availability of resources in the life and micro-
gravity research accounts within the Office of
Human Spaceflight and the Office of Life and
Microgravity Sciences and Applications, and the
past, present, and projected access to space of
the scientific community; and

(3) recommendations for improving the United
States scientific community’s ability to maximize
the research potential of the International
Space Station, including an assessment of the
relative costs and benefits of—

(A) dedicating an annual mission of the Space
Shuttle to life and microgravity research during
assembly of the International Space Station;
and

(B) maintaining the schedule for assembly in
place at the time of enactment.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall transmit to the Committee on
Science of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate a report on the results of
the study conducted under this section.
SEC. 217. REMOTE SENSING FOR AGRICULTURAL

AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT.
The Administrator shall—
(1) consult with the Secretary of Agriculture

to determine data product types that are of use
to farmers which can be remotely sensed from
air or space;

(2) consider useful commercial data products
related to agriculture as identified by the fo-
cused research program between the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration’s Stennis
Space Center and the Department of Agri-
culture; and

(3) examine other data sources, including com-
mercial sources, LightSAR, RADARSAT I, and
RADARSAT II, which can provide domestic and
international agricultural information relating
to crop conditions, fertilization and irrigation
needs, pest infiltration, soil conditions, pro-
jected food, feed, and fiber production, and
other related subjects.
SEC. 218. INTEGRATED SAFETY RESEARCH PLAN.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than March 1,
2000, the Administrator and the Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Administration shall
jointly prepare and transmit to the Congress an
integrated civil aviation safety research and de-
velopment plan.

(b) CONTENTS.—The plan required by sub-
section (a) shall include—

(1) an identification of the respective research
and development requirements, roles, and re-
sponsibilities of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and the Federal Aviation
Administration;

(2) formal mechanisms for the timely sharing
of information between the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, including a re-
quirement that the FAA-NASA Coordinating
Committee established in 1980 meet at least twice
a year; and

(3) procedures for increased communication
and coordination between the Federal Aviation
Administration research advisory committee es-
tablished under section 44508 of title 49, United
States Code, and the NASA Aeronautics and
Space Transportation Technology Advisory
Committee, including a proposal for greater
cross-membership between those 2 advisory com-
mittees.
SEC. 219. 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF FLIGHT EDU-

CATIONAL INITIATIVE.
(a) EDUCATION CURRICULUM.—In recognition

of the 100th anniversary of the first powered
flight, the Administrator, in coordination with
the Secretary of Education, shall develop and
provide for the distribution, for use in the 2000–
2001 academic year and thereafter, of an age-
appropriate educational curriculum, for use at
the kindergarten, elementary, and secondary
levels, on the history of flight, the contribution
of flight to global development in the 20th cen-
tury, the practical benefits of aeronautics and
space flight to society, the scientific and mathe-
matical principles used in flight, and any other
topics the Administrator considers appropriate.
The Administrator shall integrate into the edu-
cational curriculum plans for the development
and flight of the Mars plane.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
May 1, 2000, the Administrator shall transmit a
report to the Committee on Science of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate on activities undertaken pursuant to this
section.
SEC. 220. INTERNET AVAILABILITY OF INFORMA-

TION.
The Administrator shall make available

through the Internet home page of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration the ab-
stracts relating to all research grants and
awards made with funds authorized by this Act.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to re-
quire or permit the release of any information
prohibited by law or regulation from being re-
leased to the public.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-

ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER:

In section 103(2)—
(1) in subparagraph (A), insert ‘‘, and of

which $77,400,000 may be used for activities
associated with International Space Station
research’’ after ‘‘rocket vouchers’’;

(2) in subparagraph (B), insert ‘‘, and of
which $70,000,000 may be used for activities
associated with International Space Station
research’’ after ‘‘health issues’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (C), insert ‘‘, and of
which $80,800,000 may be used for activities
associated with International Space Station
research’’ after ‘‘health issues’’.

In section 103(4)(A)(i), insert ‘‘focused pro-
gram’’ after ‘‘Ultra-Efficient Engine’’.

In section 103(4)(A)(ii)(I), insert ‘‘, includ-
ing $30,000,000 for Pathfinder Operability
Demonstrations’’ after ‘‘Demonstration Pro-
gram’’.

In section 103(4)(B)(i), insert ‘‘focused pro-
gram’’ after ‘‘Ultra-Efficient Engine.’’

In section 103(4)(C)(i), insert ‘‘focused pro-
gram’’ after ‘‘Ultra-Efficient Engine.’’

In section 209(1), insert ‘‘encouraging’’
after ‘‘process of’’.

In section 219—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) strike ‘‘EDUCATION CURRICULUM.—’’ and

insert ‘‘EDUCATIONAL INITIATIVE.—’’;
(B) strike ‘‘an age-appropriate educational

curriculum’’ and insert ‘‘age-appropriate
educational materials’’;

(C) insert ‘‘related’’ after ‘‘and any other’’;
and

(D) strike ‘‘the educational curriculum
plans’’ and insert ‘‘the educational materials
plans’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), strike ‘‘Committee on
Science of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate’’ and insert
‘‘Congress’’.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
my amendment makes five minor
changes to the language of H.R. 1654,
most of which are clarifications rather
than substantive changes.

One substantive change is that I
specify that the bill’s increase of $30
million for Future-X in Fiscal Year
2000 should go toward fast Pathfinder
class operability demonstrations. My
purpose here is to tell NASA that they
should not only fund Future-X con-
cepts which demonstrate advanced
component technology but which are
innovative in using existing technology
to prove out the all important issue of
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flexibility, reliability and low cost op-
erations. So we are talking about
money that would go for full-scale pro-
totypes and operational systems and
an overall system rather than just on a
small segment of that development.

My amendment then makes four dif-
ferent clarifying changes to H.R. 1654,
the first three of which I will briefly
summarize.

It makes clear that the additional
funding the bill provides for life and
microgravity research would be avail-
able to fund research experiments to go
on to the International Space Station.

It adds the word ‘‘encourage’’ to the
definition of space commercialization
to make it clear that we expect govern-
ment to take affirmative steps to en-
courage the private sector to commer-
cially develop space.

Third, we clarify the language de-
scribing an educational initiative on
the centennial flight that is 1903, which
we have heard about already this
morning, so that the provisions address
concerns raised by another committee
of the House.

Finally, my amendment clarifies
H.R. 1645’s limitation on the Ultra Effi-
cient Engine Technology program, and
I would like to spend the remainder of
this statement on that item, which I
included in this address specifically to
deal with the concerns of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON),
who has put out a tremendous effort
dealing with this specific issue.

First and foremost, let me say there
is no prohibition, and I heard earlier a
statement on the floor suggesting that
there is a prohibition in this bill on the
use of funds for the ultra efficient tech-
nology engine. That analysis does Mr.
LARSON a great disservice, and I would
hope that the Members on the other
side of the aisle realize that when they
are making that argument, it is going
into the RECORD, that is not an accu-
rate portrayal of what we are doing at
all.

In Fiscal Year 2000 NASA proposed
the creation of a new 5-year focused
program out of the remnants of two
other focused astronautic programs in
which NASA had abruptly canceled.
The committee is concerned that fre-
quently NASA will defend focused aero-
nautics program to the death even as
they grow in cost and scope and then
suddenly cancel them when the prior-
ities of the agency changes.

My goal with this amendment is to
make it clear that NASA has the dis-
cretion whether or not to spend these
resources and these funds on this
project and that it is encouraged to
pursue this engine in question and that
the requested funding of $50 million per
year will be spent within the aero-
nautics research and technology base.

What we are then doing is providing
NASA with the discretion, but in no
way are we prohibiting NASA from
moving forward with this engine
project. The resulting language only
prohibits a focused program. The bill
and report language are not prejudicial

in any way regarding using these funds
to build or demonstrate this model en-
gine.

In short, we have not eliminated, as
my colleagues know, we have not
eliminated this program. What we have
eliminated is the mandate that NASA
spend its funds on this project, but in
no way do we prohibit these funds from
being spent in developing this engine
or showing or building a prototype of
this ultra efficient jet engine.

I would hope that the NASA Admin-
istrator uses this discretion, which is
the purpose of why we put this change
in, and uses fully the funds requested
for these next 3 years to obtain indus-
try cost sharing. We are trying to en-
courage industry to get in by giving
NASA some discretion here, because
this will make this whole project a
much better deal for the taxpayers, and
in the end it will be better for the en-
gine project to make sure the private
sector is putting some money in.

So finally I would like to thank the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
LARSON) because had he not put so
much time and energy in, we would not
be just making sure that we have clari-
fied this position, and it would not be
as good as it is today. But please do
not, and there should be no interpreta-
tion of this, that this is some type of
eliminating these funds. We are actu-
ally giving more discretion to NASA,
trying to attract public sector invest-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that none of
the changes are controversial, and I be-
lieve that all of them improve the base
of the bill, and I respectfully request
the adoption of this manager’s amend-
ment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am not opposed to
this amendment, but I will take time
since the chairman discussed the ultra
efficient engine technology so
belaboredly to see if I am right in my
assessment of this bill, and if there is
some staff that might give me that in-
formation, I would appreciate it be-
cause around here what they say is, as
my colleagues know, red is white or
white is blue.

The information I have says H.R.
1654, the NASA authorization bill re-
ported out of the Committee on
Science, specifically eliminates fund-
ing. I want to use the terms again: spe-
cifically eliminates funding for the
ultra efficient engine technology as a
focused NASA program.

Now I want someone to, if they could
answer that question, am I right or am
I wrong?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes, that is
correct.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman, and I reclaim my
time.

We give these administrators all
kinds of discretion, and we get screwed

too. We are the policymakers. We have
foreign manufacturers subsidizing their
aviation industries, their space indus-
tries completely, their aircraft engine
technology, putting strict environ-
mental restrictions and regulations in
their country on American craft,
knocking out our business and eco-
nomic infrastructure, and we are going
to let someone have discretion.

Where is the analytical data to sup-
port that this program deserves to be
taken off the focus program list? What
data, what studies, what conclusions,
what empirical evidence has been
brought forward, what oversight body
has made the decision to throw out
this ultra efficient technology engine
and let some bureaucrat at NASA
make the decision?

I do not think that is the way to gov-
ern here, Mr. Chairman. That happens
to be in northeast Ohio. That is not my
district. But that is a great space cen-
ter up there, and that is a great pro-
gram, and it speaks to the core, the
economic core, of some of the beating
up we are getting overseas.

So I am not going to oppose the gen-
tleman’s amendment, but I will say
this to him:

We are going to start having some
rough and tumble times here with this
space program if we do not come to
some oversight agreements, and I have
never taken exception.

Finally, in closing my little com-
ments, just very briefly here:

The luster and the glory of space has
all Americans cheering, but they are
now starting to come down to earth,
and they are starting to look at the
budget and line items, and they better
not just do that. Congress better start
providing very, very stringent over-
sight.

I think the joy ride at NASA is over,
and I think the time for some moni-
toring and oversight is at hand.

I will again leave by making this
statement:

I am going to ask the chairman to
change that language in conference,
but that language cannot be changed
today, and I will look and see if that
language can be inserted in the form of
amendment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Does the gen-
tleman realize that this is being done
in an effort to save the taxpayers
money, to put more so that we can at-
tract more money into the project by
an investment from the private sector
rather than having the focus program?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, if it is the intent
to save taxpayer money and to lever-
age participation with the private sec-
tor, maybe that should have been listed
in the bill as a priority in this regard,
but not take it out as a focus program.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. It is in the re-
port language.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
confusion relative to what the bill does
in this area, and I would like to dwell
on two points.

First of all, the manager’s amend-
ment that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has intro-
duced makes it clear that NASA will be
able to continue research in the ultra
efficient engine.
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There is $50 million a year that is au-

thorized for that. I think that that is a
very wise move, because I do not think
we should back away from this pro-
gram altogether.

The second misconception that I am
afraid is floating around here is that if
NASA designates a program as a focus
program, then that program is pro-
tected against raids by NASA or OMB
or the Congress or anybody else to take
the money away from a focus program
and put it into something else. That is
not the case.

OMB in the past has canceled focus
programs and stuck the money into
other NASA programs, and there have
been reprogramming requests that
have come up from the administrator
and which have been approved either
by the Congress by not acting or have
been in transfer authority in appro-
priation bills.

The one that immediately comes to
mind is the high speed research and ad-
vanced subsonic focus program which
was in the aeronautics budget that
NASA canceled and put the money in
the International Space Station when
the International Space Station ran
short.

So I think that what is being done
here is to continue the research but
not to make it a focus program, and
thus not to have what effectively is an
earmark but an earmark without
teeth.

Now having said all of that, one of
the things that the science policy
study attempts to do, which received
overwhelming support on both sides of
the aisle when it was approved last
year, is to leverage government dollars
with private sector dollars and dollars
from other sources so that we have a
bigger research pot, and that is what
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) is trying to do in this
program.

We do not have enough government
money to do everything that we want
to do, and the NASA administrator has
criticized this bill for being above the
President’s request. What we would
like to do is we would like to bring the
private sector in, and it is the private
sector that is going to be able to reap
the financial rewards of a successful
development of an ultra-efficient en-
gine. To have the taxpayers pay for the
entire cost of developing the ultra-effi-
cient engine is going to give the pri-
vate sector a free ride, let us face it.

So this is a way to bring about cost
sharing, to bring about the fact that
the private sector has to put their
money where their benefits will flow,
and I think is a very, very constructive
step in the right direction to start this
program out.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to op-
pose the amendment of the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER),
and I want to compliment him for try-
ing to provide some wiggle room for
the ultra-efficient energy technology
program. However, I think it simply
falls short, in that NASA has pointed
out that anything less than a focused
effort on the ultra-efficient energy
technology would not be as efficient or
effective a program.

So although the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has good
intentions, I am afraid his intention
falls short; yet it certainly does no
harm and, if anything, can be more
good than bad. So I would support his
amendment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GORDON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I think we can both compliment the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
LARSON) on the hard work that he has
put into this. We would not be having
this discussion right now if it was not
for the diligence on the part of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON)
to oversee this project. We want to
make sure that we are on the record
knowing that although the designation
has changed, the Congress certainly
wants this project to move forward.

Mr. GORDON. I agree, the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) has
done yeoman’s work in trying to edu-
cate us to really the benefits of this
program. Hopefully that education will
continue as we go through conference
and as we try to bring a final bill to
this floor.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
In § 103(4)(A)(i) strike out ‘‘, with no funds

to be used for the Ultra-Efficient Engine’’.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment strictly strikes and simply
strikes the sentence from the bill that
takes out the ultra-efficient tech-
nology engine and it would, in fact, put
it back in to focus and leave the
project as it was last year. The amend-
ment strictly says that the project
would continue; it would be and con-
tinue to be a focus project. It would
not be at the discretion of the adminis-
trator. Copies of the amendment can be
delivered from the desk.

The language in the bill says, start-
ing on line 4, section (i), it says $532
million shall be for Aeronautical Re-
search and Technology, with no funds
to be used for the Ultra-Efficient En-
gine, comma.

The Traficant amendment says $532-
plus million shall be for Aeronautical
Research and Technology, and with
$412 million to be for the Research and
Technology Base. It simply removes
the sentence that says, and I quote,
‘‘with no funds to be used for the Ultra-
Efficient Engine.’’ It would strictly
take the sentence from the bill. It
would leave it as a focus program, and
the gentleman should support it.

Lastly, I would like to say for the
Members, because we may have a vote
on this but I would hope not, and I
would hope that the wisdom of the
Chair would very carefully review it, I
want to read a quote from the aviation
industry.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, let me ask a couple of questions,
if I could, and I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The amendment that the gentleman
has offered, if it is adopted, would not
increase the total amount of money
that was authorized for NASA; am I
correct in that?

Mr. TRAFICANT. That is correct.
That is correct.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. It would
give the NASA administrator the au-
thority to use some of the aerospace
technology funds, which is almost a
billion dollars, for the ultra-efficient
engine at the discretion of the NASA
administrator?

Mr. TRAFICANT. What the amend-
ment specifically states is this: That
the language, ‘‘with no funds to be used
for the Ultra-Efficient Engine,’’ would
be stricken from the bill and the en-
gine would thus be a part of the focus
program of the administrator.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, the sub-
committee Chair.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
is that last part in the amendment of
the gentleman or is that what the gen-
tleman is explaining to us?

Mr. TRAFICANT. The amendment is
very simple.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
we need to see a copy of the amend-
ment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. A removal of this
sentence, and I want the gentleman to
listen, there is a sentence in here that
says, quote, and this is the language
verbatim to be stricken, ‘‘with no
funds to be used for the Ultra-Efficient
Engine.’’ The Traficant language re-
moves that sentence.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. That is
it.

Mr. TRAFICANT. The intent of the
Traficant language would thus be to
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place the discretion with the adminis-
trator as it was focused under last
year, and to remain with the same pri-
ority that it was in the past year’s bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, with that understanding, I am
prepared to accept the amendment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

MR. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I just want to say that the report lan-
guage already, we tried to discuss ear-
lier and put this on the record.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, there is report lan-
guage and there is bill language. If the
intention of the gentleman is to do it
in the report, then certainly this lan-
guage that is so specific, there should
be no problem about it being removed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, fi-
nally, let me say this: There would
have to be a reduction for the R&T
base, and I believe that reduction
would have to be in the amount of
$362,800,000 from $412 million. As the
chairman had asked, those would be
the figures.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
we need to see the language of this
amendment. The gentleman just stated
a couple of things that we did not know
were in his amendment. Could we have
a copy of this amendment, please?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Absolutely. It is at
the desk.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Could the
Clerk reread the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
announce that the Clerk is preparing
copies for the majority and for dis-
tribution.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
while the gentleman is looking at the
amendment, the gentleman had strick-
en the language for the ultra-efficient
engine and put in $50 million for these
new participatory private sector types
of agreements. What the Traficant lan-
guage says is we do not need to spend
the additional $50 million, but if it be
the decision of the committee that
they want to retain the money in there
and just strike the language for the en-
gine, this Member will accept that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Could the gen-
tleman please repeat that?

Mr. TRAFICANT. There was an in-
crease and $50 million was put into the
Research and Technology Base fund in
this bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. That is correct.

Mr. TRAFICANT. What I am doing is
just simply wanting to strike that sen-
tence that says ‘‘with no funds to be
used for the Ultra-Efficient Engine.’’
My amendment would take that out.

Actually, the additional $50 million
that was put in should be either taken
out or the legislative history should
show that my colleagues want to leave
it in for their purposes. That is fine
with me.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. That is accept-
able.

Mr. TRAFICANT. That is acceptable
to the gentleman?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. That is accept-
able.

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
last word, and I will be very happy to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) after I make a point.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, I just wanted
to say that is acceptable.

So the amendment would strictly be
with no funds to be used for ultra-effi-
cient engine. That would be removed;
nothing to deal with the funds.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I think this is a very acceptable
amendment because it actually goes to
the purpose of the bill originally.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. TRAFICANT. It is understood
that that would be for all 3 years of the
bill as well? It would be for all 3 years,
a 3-year bill?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, it elimi-
nates that language for the bill for all
3 years, sure, it does.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Fine.
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my

time, the purpose of this segment of
the bill and the purpose of the changes
that we have made was aimed not at
prohibiting funds from being used for
this ultra-efficient jet engine. That, in
fact, is not the purpose at all and that
is why the gentleman’s suggestion is
accepted.

However, with the gentleman’s
amendment being accepted, this in no
way suggests this program is becoming
a focus program or that we are man-
dating that the money be spent.
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What the purpose of this whole enter-
prise was all about was to try to give
discretion to the people over at NASA
to attract not just government money,
but to attract private sector money
into this project.

This is not the first time that this
method has been used. Let me mention
that we had a project, the EELV
project, and, I might add, a lot of it
would be built in my district, and I op-
posed it for the very reason that there
was not any incentive to get the pri-
vate sector involved and to get some
extra money from the private compa-
nies involved in the development of
this new rocket system. That project
was changed and we managed to save

the taxpayers $500 million and to get a
better rocket as a result, because we
brought the private sector in.

The purpose of our changes here were
to try to save the taxpayers some
money by getting the private sector to
invest into a project from which those
companies would benefit. To the point
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) eliminates some language
that might suggest that there is some
sort of prohibition on spending funds
for this engine, we accept that lan-
guage, but it in no way suggests that
this will be a focus program and that
NASA must spend the money on the
program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. SMITH of
Michigan:

In section 217—
(1) insert ‘‘(a) INFORMATION DEVELOP-

MENT.—’’ before ‘‘The Administrator shall’’;
and

(2) add at the end the following new sub-
sections:

(b) PLAN.—After performing the activities
described in subsection (a) the Administrator
and the Secretary of Agriculture shall de-
velop a plan to inform farmers and other pro-
spective users about the use of availability
of remote sensing products that may assist
with agricultural and forestry applications
identified in subsection (a). The Adminis-
trator shall transmit such plan to the Con-
gress not later than 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 90
days after the plan has been transmitted
under subsection (b), the Administrator and
the Secretary of Agriculture shall imple-
ment the plan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment to help farmer
and ranchers is in the bill before us. It
provides that the Administrator of
NASA shall discover and catalog the
kind of remote sensing information,
commercial and otherwise, that might
be usable to help farmers and others
determine potential crop shortages and
surpluses and ultimately how much of
what crop to plant in this country.

We have advanced tremendously over
the last 30 years in our ability to dis-
cover what yields to expect from crop
production around the world by means
of satellite and other remote sensing
monitoring. We are now able to esti-
mate yields of some of the major crops
within a plus or minus 10 percent devi-
ation, up to sixty days before harvest.
This information could be of great use
to farmers.

The amendment now before us simply
provides a way to disseminate this in-
formation to farmers.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3322 May 19, 1999
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I yield to

the gentleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, part of this amendment is in the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Has the gentleman from Michigan ob-
tained the consent of the chairman of
that committee to offer this amend-
ment today?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, we have obtained the consent of
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COM-
BEST), the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture, and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), the rank-
ing member, who support this amend-
ment, as well as the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), a mem-
ber of the subcommittee.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, with that understanding, I am
prepared to accept the amendment as
well. It is a constructive addition.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I thank the
gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 10 AND AMENDMENT NO. 11

OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer two amendments, and I ask unan-
imous consent that both amendments
be taken together.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendments.
The text of the amendments is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 10 and amendment No. 11

offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
AMENDMENT NO. 10: At the end of the bill,

insert the following new section:
SEC. 221. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT

REGARDING NOTICE.
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-

MENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any
equipment or products that may be author-
ized to be purchased with financial assist-
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense
of the Congress that entities receiving such
assistance should, in expending the assist-
ance, purchase only American-made equip-
ment and products.

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this
Act, the Administrator shall provide to each
recipient of the assistance a notice describ-
ing the statement made in subsection (a) by
the Congress.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 220, insert the following
new item:
Sec. 221. Sense of Congress; requirement re-

garding notice.
AMENDMENT NO. 11: At the end of the bill,

insert the following new section:
SEC. 221. USE OF ABANDONED AND UNDERUTI-

LIZED BUILDINGS, GROUNDS, AND
FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In meeting the needs of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for additional facilities, the Admin-
istrator shall select abandoned and underuti-

lized buildings, grounds, and facilities in de-
pressed communities that can be converted
to National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration facilities at a reasonable cost, as de-
termined by the Administrator.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘depressed communities’’
means rural and urban communities that are
relatively depressed, in terms of age of hous-
ing, extent of poverty, growth per capita in-
come, extent of unemployment, job lag, or
surplus labor.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 220, insert the following
new item:
Sec. 221. Use of abandoned and underutilized

buildings, grounds, and facili-
ties.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) working
with me on the language of the pre-
vious amendment. I appreciate that
very much. The gentleman has been
very fair and thankful, and I will vote
for final passage of the bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Ohio
for yielding.

This is kind of a tough act to follow,
but this is going to be an easier sell
than the last amendment that the gen-
tleman from Ohio sold to us. It is my
understanding that these amendments
relate to a buy-American provision and
a utilization of abandoned buildings
provision in the bill. Am I correct in
that assumption?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, that
is correct.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield fur-
ther, these are also two very construc-
tive additions and we are prepared to
accept them as well.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

In meeting the needs of NASA, the
Administrator shall, whenever feasible,
select abandoned and under-utilized
buildings, grounds and facilities for
projects not at existing facilities. In
other words, he does not have to, but
wherever possible. We do not want
some existing base to come in and say
we are in a depressed community,
which is the legislative history here,
and say, therefore, send the business
here. So wherever feasible and possible,
select sites outside of the existing
structure where there are economic
hardships and give them an oppor-
tunity and a shot.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the sup-
port of the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

The amendments were agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. COOK

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. COOK:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 221. SPACE STATION COMMERCIALIZATION.

In order to promote commercialization of
the International Space Station, the Admin-
istrator shall—

(1) allocate sufficient resources as appro-
priate to accelerate the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration’s initia-
tives promoting commercial participation in
the International Space Station;

(2) instruct all National Aeronautics and
Space Administration staff that they should
consider the potential impact on commercial
participation in the International Space Sta-
tion in developing policies or program prior-
ities not directly related to crew safety; and

(3) publish a list, not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and annually thereafter with the annual
budget request of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, of the opportuni-
ties for commercial participation in the
International Space Station consistent with
safety and mission assurance.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 220, insert the following
new item:

Sec. 221. Space Station commercialization.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, the space
program has brought enormous growth
to our economy and has created many
high-wage, high-tech jobs for American
workers. Throughout the world, com-
mercial spending on space activity is
booming. NASA and the taxpayers can
both benefit from this trend through
increased commercialization of the
new International Space Station.

My amendment directs the NASA Ad-
ministrator to commit appropriate re-
sources to accelerate its International
Space Station commercialization ac-
tivities. It directs NASA staff to con-
sider the commercial impact of their
management decisions unrelated to
safety. Finally, it requires NASA to
publish within 90 days of enactment of
this act a list of commercial opportuni-
ties to participate in the space station
during 2000 and every year afterwards.

Primarily, the space program has
brought high-tech jobs to the American
aerospace and communications indus-
try. To keep our American economy
healthy and strong, we need to expand
these benefits of space exploration to
other areas of the private sector. NASA
has made a good start in determining
how to commercialize the ISS with the
release of its draft plan last fall, but we
need to push NASA to follow through
on its successful planning efforts so
that we do not lose the momentum on
station commercialization.

By requiring NASA to publish its list
of commercial opportunities to use the
International Space Station consistent
with safety and mission assurance, this
amendment will reduce the cost of the
space program to the American people
by making the private sector a much
larger partner.

ADAM SMITH taught us that we need
competition to keep costs down and
quality up. This amendment will help
ensure that competition keeps our
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space program the best and the most
competitive in the world. Dan Goldin
has done an excellent job managing
NASA, but we need to get the private
sector more involved. By doing this, we
can use the benefits of competition to
make our space program even better.

This amendment will ensure that our
economic boom will continue into the
next century by bringing home the
benefits of space research to the Amer-
ican people. My amendment is sup-
ported by NASA.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for al-
lowing me to offer this amendment and
commend him for his hard work in
bringing this bill to the floor today.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOK. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman’s amendment is a
very good one. Again, it is supported
by NASA. I would hope that the com-
mittee would approve it.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin, and I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. COOK), with some quali-
fications.

First, I want the legislative record to
be clear that I do not regard this lan-
guage as a blank check for NASA to
spend as much as it wants on open-
ended initiatives to promote commer-
cial participation in the space station.
We have a duty to protect the tax-
payers’ pocketbook and vague language
can be dangerous in that regard.

Second, I read paragraph two to sim-
ply mean that NASA will also consider
impacts on commercial participation
in the space station when it makes
policies, along with all other impacts it
may consider. These other impacts in-
clude the impact of the station’s re-
search capabilities on the utilization of
the station, on international agree-
ments and so forth. It is my under-
standing that this amendment makes
commercial participation neither the
only consideration when making sta-
tion policies, nor the highest priority
consideration.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment and congratu-
late the gentleman from Utah for put-
ting it forward and also for laying
down a marker. I think that what we
are talking about here is a funda-
mental consciousness that we are try-
ing to instill, not only in America’s
space program, but in most govern-
ment activities.

Mr. Chairman, the time has passed
when we could look at projects just as
a bureaucratic endeavor or just some-
thing that would be taxpayer-funded

totally. If there is any challenge that
we have in maintaining a balanced
budget and making sure that we put
taxpayer dollars to the best use, it is
that we have to attract dollars from
the private sector into these endeavors
to make sure that they are done effi-
ciently, so that they are done in a way
that will be beneficial not only to the
people who work in the government,
but the people who work in the private
sector, so that there can be a multi-
plier effect in terms of the jobs that
are created.

So for making an investment on the
one hand into things such as the space
station, we must always be conscious
that that space station did not just
mean the jobs that were created in
building the space station, but it also
means the jobs that will be created by
economic activity in the private sector
that will result from the space sta-
tion’s existence. The gentleman from
Utah (Mr. COOK) is making sure that
we put these dollars to maximum use,
so I applaud him for it.

Mr. Chairman, I will be, in the near
future, proposing a revolutionary new
tax concept called Zero Gravity, Zero
Tax. It has not been actually intro-
duced as yet, but it is along this same
principle, and that is what we would
like to do, is to make sure that there is
the maximum incentive for private in-
vestment in America’s space program.
As I say, it creates jobs not only in the
projects, but it serves as a multiplier
effect to create even more jobs once
the project is in operation.

So again, I commend the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. COOK).

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. COOK).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER:
In section 103(4)(A), strike ‘‘$999,300,000’’

and insert ‘‘$1,010,300,000’’.
In section 103(4)(A)(i), strike ‘‘$532,800,000’’

and insert ‘‘$543,800,000’’.
In section 103(4)(A)(i), strike ‘‘$412,800,000

to be for the Research and Technology Base’’
and insert ‘‘$423,800,000 to be for the Research
and Technology Base, including $36,000,000
for aircraft noise reduction technology’’.

In section 103(4)(B), strike ‘‘$908,400,000’’
and insert ‘‘$918,400,000’’.

In section 103(4)(B)(i), strike ‘‘$524,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$534,000,000’’.

In section 103(4)(B)(i), strike ‘‘$399,800,000
to be for the Research and Technology Base’’
and insert ‘‘$409,800,000 to be for the Research
and Technology Base, including $36,000,000
for aircraft noise reduction technology’’.

In section 103(4)(C), strike ‘‘$994,800,000’’
and insert ‘‘$1,003,300,000’’.

In section 103(4)(C)(i), strike ‘‘$519,200,000’’
and insert ‘‘$527,700,000’’.

In section 103(4)(C)(i), strike ‘‘$381,600,000
to be for the Research and Technology Base’’
and insert ‘‘$390,100,000 to be for the Research
and Technology Base, including $27,500,000
for aircraft noise reduction technology’’.

In section 106(1), strike ‘‘$13,625,600,000’’
and insert ‘‘$13,636,600,000’’.

In section 106(2), strike ‘‘$13,747,100,000’’
and insert ‘‘$13,757,100,000’’.

In section 106(3), strike ‘‘$13,839,400,000’’
and insert ‘‘$13,847,900,000’’.

Mr. WEINER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
(Mr. WEINER asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to thank the chairman of the full
committee and the chairman of the
subcommittee for their great help and
efforts that they have committed
themselves to to try to make this bill
as good as it can be, and while there
are some areas of contention, they
have at all times, in consideration of
this bill, been cordial and decent about
trying to deal with these concerns.

At this time I am going to be offering
an amendment with some of my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH); the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL); the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. RIVERS); the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY);
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) and others, to try to deal in
a timely fashion with the very impor-
tant and pressing matter that has
emerged in recent years and shows no
signs of abating, and that is the prob-
lem of noise emanating from our air-
ports.

As we have increased almost expo-
nentially the amount of air traffic that
there has been, we have also similarly
increased the burden that is created to
those of us who represent areas around
airports, large and small.

What my amendment would do, it
would take the very valuable research
that is done by NASA on noise research
and bring it back up to last year’s level
and ensure that it stays there for at
least the duration of this authoriza-
tion.

There was some concern raised in the
full committee about whether we were
taking from one program to add to an-
other, and what we would do here is in
fiscal year 2000 simply add $11 million
for these programs that wind up being
funded in this way.

b 1215

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does
not in any level bust the budget. In
fact, it restores last year’s level for
noise reduction. The overall aggregate
number of the NASA authorization
would again be the same as it was last
year, but what this will do is allow us
at this important time to continue re-
search on the next generation of the
most quiet aircraft that we can have.

We are now, by the end of this year,
going to be phasing in the Phase III
aircraft, which are the most modern,
the most quiet aircraft, but still are
akin to having a thunderclap over
one’s head whenever they take off. This
will allow us to do the research for
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Stage IV. This will allow us to have
even more quiet aircraft in the years to
come.

The research that is being done by
NASA may some day help us strike the
delicate balance that we have been try-
ing to reach in this House between the
rights of air travelers, the rights of
those who depend on air traffic for
commerce, and those of us, and there
are dozens of us in this House, who
have areas that are nearby airports.

We are in negotiations now with the
European community, we are in nego-
tiations now with the private sector to
encourage the development of this
quieter aircraft. Now is not the time
for us to weaken that research by re-
ducing the funding that this authoriza-
tion does.

This is an opportunity for us to send
a message also to the private sector
that we seek to have their participa-
tion as well. We send entirely the
wrong message if we in our budget say,
we are going to ratchet back our re-
search into these important matters
when we are trying to bring the private
sector along.

The chairman of the subcommittee
has done great work in trying to en-
courage the private sector to do their
research. I consider these funds to be
leveraging those, and I think it would
be helpful for us to do that now.

This is an opportunity, and perhaps
our last opportunity this year. We are
going to be passing an FAA reauthor-
ization bill that I believe is going to,
regardless of how it emerges, increase
air traffic. There are proposals to al-
most entirely deregulate all of our air-
ports.

That is going to mean another in-
crease in air noise. This is, I would re-
mind my colleagues, perhaps the last
opportunity for us to go on record as
being in support of whatever techno-
logical advantages we can support to
bring about the quietest aircraft pos-
sible.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in reluctant opposition to
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the heart of gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) is
in the right place on this amendment,
but this is not a fiscally responsible
way of going about addressing this
problem, since the amendment is an
add-on of approximately $10 million ad-
ditional authorization for each of the
next 3 years.

NASA is committed to spending $25
million for aircraft noise reduction in
fiscal year 2000. So it is not a question
of whether we spend nothing on air-
craft noise reduction research or some
money, because NASA has got that
money allocated within one of their ac-
counts.

The bulk of NASA’s aeronautic re-
search into aircraft noise reduction
technology was conducted within the
research and technology base of the ad-
vanced subsonic technology program.
The administration, and I emphasize
the administration, decided to termi-

nate the advanced subsonic technology
program when a determination was
made that NASA needed additional
funding for the International Space
Station.

That was budget discipline. That was
setting priorities. That was something
that the administration decided that it
had to do in terms of meeting its obli-
gations.

For us to turn and go around and say
we should forget about budget prior-
ities, we should simply add to the au-
thorization, I think diminishes the
credibility of the efforts of the Com-
mittee on Science to figure out how we
will be able to give NASA the money
that is available for this year to the
highest and best effect.

NASA has already testified before
Congress that they are meeting their
goals on aircraft noise reduction tech-
nology research within the money that
is available. Because of this, we should
accept the fact that they know how
much they can spend on it. We should
not be dealing with this problem sim-
ply by throwing more money at it.

I would love to be able to meet every-
one’s desires, but that is not the way
life is in the real world and in the
budget climate we are facing. We have
to be responsible. This amendment is
not fiscally responsible. It runs counter
to NASA’s expert opinion on their re-
quirements. It breaks our obligations
to the taxpayers, and I would ask the
committee to reject it.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Weiner-Udall-Crowley, et al.,
amendment to increase funding for air-
port noise reduction research and tech-
nology in the research and technology
base of the NASA authorization bill.

Mr. Chairman, airport noise is per-
haps the single most important local
quality of life issue to my constituents.
Every day my district office receives
calls from people living near
LaGuardia Airport who complain about
the noise from planes landing and tak-
ing off. In fact, along with my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WEINER), I have worked hard to
preserve the high-density rule and
mitigate airport noise in Queens Coun-
ty.

Mr. Chairman, NASA has listed air-
port noise reduction as one of its top 10
goals. They want to reduce perceived
aircraft noise by 50 percent over a 10-
year period, beginning in 1997. Under
current funding this goal will not be
realized.

The Weiner amendment would re-
store funding for aircraft noise reduc-
tion research to roughly fiscal year
1999 levels. It would bring NASA’s over-
all budget to a 13.655 billion, which is
exactly the same dollar amount that it
was appropriated at in fiscal year 1999.

I applaud my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER)
for bringing this important issue to the
floor of the House. The people who in-
vented the rocket engine are the best

people to study aircraft noise and ways
to reduce it.

I urge my fellow Members of Con-
gress to support this increase in fund-
ing for airport noise reduction, re-
search, and technology. Their constitu-
ents who live near airports will appre-
ciate their vote to make their homes,
schools, parks, and neighborhoods
quieter. The Weiner amendment would
do just that.

I would just like to add, taking away
the high-density ruling will increase
air traffic in high-density airports like
LaGuardia, Kennedy Airport, O’Hare
Airport in Chicago. Unless we are mov-
ing realistically towards a Stage IV en-
gine and unless there is real effort on
the part of NASA to develop new tech-
nologies to reduce aircraft engines’ jet
noise, what we are doing to inner cities
like New York City is unconscionable.
It really, truly is unconscionable, to be
increasing air traffic.

Putting aside for the moment the air
traffic safety issues and focusing sim-
ply on the level of noise that is created
by these engines taking off and landing
at airports like LaGuardia Airport in
my district, it is unconscionable to be
standing here at the same time and
supporting a bill that will reduce the
effort to bring about technology to re-
duce the level of noise emitting from
those jet airplanes.

I cannot support a bill that will gut
and take away monies from that very
needed project, and leaving it in the
hands of NASA to develop that needed
technology.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

When we are looking at the argu-
ments on this amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, let us take a look. We are not
talking about gutting money for re-
search into jet engine noise.

Again, this has often been the case in
the past where people on the other side
of the aisle have taken a look at money
that was projected to be spent, in-
creases that were projected, and then
when the increase is reduced, that is
portrayed as some kind of gutting of a
program. That is just not the case.

In fact, NASA documents provided to
Congress suggest that there would be a
$46 million figure spent for this type of
research from fiscal year 2000 to 2002.
However, updated documents from that
agency suggest that NASA will now be
spending $71.3 million for noise reduc-
tion, which means even without the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER), NASA is
planning to spend $25 million more
than what it was on this particular
issue.

So while I believe that the amend-
ment is well-intended, I do believe
that, number one, it is an inaccurate
portrayal to suggest that we are reduc-
ing the spending; but number two, it is
irresponsible in an overall budgetary
sense.

What we have here is an attempt by
the administration to set priorities.
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The money is necessary for the Inter-
national Space Station, so it decided to
reduce the increase in spending, so the
administration was trying to act re-
sponsibly. Now we have an amendment
here to undercut the administration
when they have tried to set priorities
with a limited budget.

I have one more point to make in re-
gard to that. The administration has
had to set priorities because it is try-
ing not to bust the budget, not to put
us back on this road to irresponsibility
that led to such massive deficits in the
past.

Instead, what is happening here, and
again, we have amendments similar to
this in the full committee, we find that
we cannot just spend money. It just
does not come out of nowhere. In this
particular case, the gentleman now has
decided to try to add on money, rather
than take it out of other research areas
in the science budget.

But then, where does that extra $11
million come from? It comes from what
we have designated, we have tried to
hold off and protect, not as the social
security trust fund, but social security
surplus money. We have said we are
going to try to keep all the money we
do not spend and put it back into social
security as a protection of that system.

This $11 million is just one example
of, yes, it is just a little bit of money,
but everybody here has a little bit of
money here, a little bit of money there,
and eventually we have that surplus
that we hope to spend on social secu-
rity and to solidify social security just
being whittled away to nothing again.
I do not think that would be respon-
sible.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. Just
so we do not lose perspective here, I
agree, we should keep things in mind.
We should keep in mind that the bill
the gentleman is bringing forward is
above the President’s request, so the
outrage that I hear about we are
changing the President’s priorities, I
think perhaps the chairman doth pro-
test too much.

I also want to point out exactly the
parameters we are talking about. I am
talking about restoring to last year’s
level, not above, to last year’s level of
roughly $10 million in the context of a
bill in the aggregate that is $42 billion.
It is $14 billion this year.

What we are saying is, look, at the
same time that we are taking this
technology and devoting a significant
portion of it to thinking about the
problems we are going to be encoun-
tering in the future, ought we not to be
thinking of the problems we are going
to be encountering in a couple of
months when we pass the FAA reau-
thorization, which is something NASA
admits they did not take into their cal-
culation when they estimated whether
or not the funds provided for noise re-

duction were sufficient? This is a rel-
atively small amount of money.

I would just respond to one other
point that the gentleman made. In this
research and technology base, which,
just to keep perspective, is about $362
million, there was criticism, and legiti-
mate criticism, raised in the com-
mittee consideration of this bill about
whether we were taking from one pock-
et to fund this program.

I accepted that criticism as valid, so
now I am saying, in the aggregate, let
us do this one-one thousandth increase
for this purpose.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
was responsive to the debates that we
had, and I applaud him for this. This is
a learning process around here. But
then again, the money, by plussing it
up in the way the gentleman now is
suggesting, it does again come from an-
other source. That source is money
that we had hopefully to protect social
security.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. ROHRABACHER. One last point,
Mr. Chairman. NASA has listened to
the gentleman, and people have been
listening to the gentleman’s argu-
ments, because NASA has already
agreed to a plus-up or an increase in
their spending, in their prioritized
spending, of $25 million in this area. I
would believe it probably is in reaction
to the arguments that the gentleman
has been presenting. So in a way the
gentleman has won this fight. Adding
another $11 million I think is not nec-
essarily the right way to go. I appre-
ciate very much the gentleman’s sin-
cerity, but I would have to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

b 1230

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the amendment of
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER), the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL), and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY), and do so be-
cause their amendment is about qual-
ity of life, quality of life not just in
space but here on Earth, not just for
six astronauts housed in an Inter-
national Space Station but for people
in inner city conditions, in poor areas.

This amendment is about balance
and perspective and fairness. It is also
fiscally responsible. It merely takes us
back up to last year’s level. It is a con-
cern about noise reduction for aircraft,
especially in big airports, that fly over
inner city areas.

Mr. Chairman, if we are not careful
and if we do not come back and abide

by the concerns expressed by the gen-
tleman from New York in the aero-
nautics area of this bill, this bill is
soon going to be called not the NASA
bill, ‘‘aeronautics’’ is going to be
dropped out, it is just going to be the
National Space Administration. We are
not going to be able to help our aero-
nautics industries in this country,
where they are competing more and
more every day with Airbus and the
fledgling industries in Japan and Korea
and the southeast countries of Asia.

It used to be, when I got on the Com-
mittee on Science 8 years ago, that we
provided a $30 million or a $40 million
or a $50 million plus-up for the aero-
nautics. Now we cannot seem to find
any money to help.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) is simply saying let us take us
back to last year’s level. Let us in-
crease this slowly, $10 million a year.
Let us make sure that money in the
NASA budget goes in a fair and quali-
fied and quality of life manner.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) said that the adminis-
tration made the decision to take the
money away from aeronautics because
of the Space Station. That is one of my
concerns, that the Space Station con-
tinues to eat up more and more and
more of the available funds to do won-
derfully enriching scientific and space-
oriented and aeronautics programs.

So we are going to have the oppor-
tunity later today to cap funding on
the Space Station, that is one option;
to get the Russians out of the critical
path, that is a second option; or to kill
the Space Station, the third option. We
will see if this body wants to go along
with any of those options.

Finally, I say, Mr. Chairman, that
the administration has issued a state-
ment of administration policy. In that
the President has said the authoriza-
tion levels in the bill do not conform to
the President’s request, which is based
on a balanced and affordable space and
aeronautics program.

That is exactly the point of the
amendment of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER). We are losing that
balance for aeronautics. We are losing
that support for our aircraft industry
in this country. Boeing competes more
and more on the cutting edge every day
with Airbus.

We have people living in inner city
conditions with loud aircraft flying
over their homes every single day, hour
upon hour upon hour. We want to pro-
vide some more research monies to
help alleviate the noise of those en-
gines. I think that is a fair request. I
think that we should be able to find $10
million this year. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. WEINER) did not propose
it, but I would propose take that $10
million away from the International
Space Station that has gone from $8
billion in costs to $98 billion in life
cycle costs.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I en-
courage my colleagues to support the
responsible, balanced quality of life
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amendment of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER), and let us keep the
aeronautics portion of this bill in the
bill.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) is very articulate, and he is a
very responsible Member of this House
and has kept our feet to the fire on the
Space Station program for many years.
I might add that his focus on the Space
Station has, I think, improved the
Space Station in the end, because peo-
ple have known that he has been there
and watching very closely.

However, this money does not come
from Space Station. As designed, it is
coming out of money that, again,
would come right off the top of the bat,
which we were hoping to secure for So-
cial Security. So the points the gen-
tleman from Indiana made are very
valid, but that is not why the money is
coming.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Arizona for yield-
ing to me. I just want to respond to the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

First of all, I appreciate his com-
ments about our efforts to control the
costs on the Space Station, try to
make sure that it can do what it was
supposed to do scientifically.

But, secondly, Mr. Chairman, I think
that the NASA budget, which has gone
between about $13.4 billion and slightly
over $14 billion, has had more and more
erosion in that budget from now the
Space Station growing from in pre-
vious years $2.1 billion being allocated,
to $2.4 billion being allocated this year
for it.

So that is where I am saying the
growth is coming in the Space Station,
and good programs like what the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) is
trying to accomplish with noise reduc-
tion are falling by the wayside.

Shuttle safety we are concerned
about. Education grants we are con-
cerned about. Science programs and
space science we are concerned about.
So those are some of the things we are
talking about.

I share the gentleman’s concern for
Social Security and the trust fund, and
I hope he will work with us to put as
much of the budget surplus as possible
back in that surplus.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I think that the arguments that the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
are making are certainly valid argu-
ments. When we decided to move for-
ward, and this body has decided on

many occasions to move forward with
the International Space Station, all of
us who were voting on that should very
well have remembered that we were
prioritizing our spending and that it
was going to have an impact in other
areas just like the areas the gentleman
is suggesting and I might add just like
the areas that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WEINER) is bringing up
today.

We are foregoing spending in certain
areas in order to be responsible and not
suck up money that should be going
into bolstering Social Security. The
gentleman is absolutely right. This is
part of the cost of the Space Station.
The amendment of the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WEINER) does not, how-
ever, take this out of Space Station.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SALMON. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, if I
could just respond to the chairman of
the subcommittee, my good friend,
would he then not object to an amend-
ment which took the money out of the
research and technology base?

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I do not support taking it out of Space
Station. But we have to realize what
the gentleman’s amendment is actually
doing. It is not taking it out of Space
Station. It is adding to that. The
money does not come from anywhere.
The gentleman from New York is doing
a diligent job in trying to meet those
objections.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON)
would further yield, I will gladly
change my amendment and take it
from that huge pot of money that is
Research and Technology Base. If he
will support that, I will be glad to do
it. But it seems like I have a moving
target here. We cannot take money
from a $400 million Research and Tech-
nology Base because then any numbers
of projects could fall from the sky. But,
on the other hand, if I say let us plus
it up just to last year’s level and no
higher, then that, too, raises an objec-
tion.

It seems to me that what we are try-
ing to say here, and I will try to do
anything that I can to meet the objec-
tions of the subcommittee Chair, is to
try to say, look, all we want to do is
take the level that we had last year in
this important program and meet it
this year. I will do it the gentleman’s
way, and I stand ready here to amend
my amendment in any way necessary.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
again I compliment the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) for show-
ing due diligence to the arguments
that were offered in committee and
trying to find another funding level.

I would just suggest that he come
forward with a specific suggestion. It is
not, as has been implied by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
that this is not being funded out of
Space Station. His arguments about
Space Station are valid, in that it is
eating money up from programs like
the one the gentleman were offering.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. WEINER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SALMON was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I am
willing and able, and I think my col-
leagues who are cosponsoring this
amendment would be more than will-
ing. The gentleman said where shall it
come from. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) said I have
not proposed it comes from the Space
Station, although I will be glad to ac-
cept that proposal as well. I understand
from the gentleman’s concerns that he
would accept it if I took that $10 mil-
lion from the existing Research and
Technology Base.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
let me put it this way: I will seriously
consider any proposal that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER)
has that takes money specifically from
something that I believe has lower pri-
ority than what he is suggesting, but it
is up to the gentleman to come up with
a specific.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON)
would further yield, I just did.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SALMON) would further yield, let me
put it this way: Taking from the over-
all research and develop budget is not
acceptable because it is not specific. It
would not be specific, for example, that
money would have to come from an-
other research project. Maybe the
project of the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) then would be
defunded by what the gentleman from
New York is proposing, if we went the
route that he is suggesting. Unless the
gentleman from New York can be more
specific than that, I could not.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Weiner-Udall-Crowley-
Kucinich-Rivers amendment. I would
like to talk on two points of the
amendment. One is just the fiscal
issues that we have been discussing
here. I would also like to speak to the
point of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) about the discussion
about the quality of life issues that are
at stake.
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Let us again remind ourselves that

the Weiner amendment would restore
funding for aircraft noise reduction re-
search to fiscal 1999 levels in the NASA
budget. If we look out a little further,
it would increase in fiscal year 2000 by
$11 million; fiscal 2001, $10 million; and
fiscal 2002, $8.5 million for aircraft
noise reduction research and tech-
nology.

Now, in 1999, this noise reduction
technology was funded at a level of $36
million. In fiscal year 2000, it is sched-
uled only for $25 million; in fiscal year
2001 for $26 million; and fiscal year 2002,
$19 million.

The amendment of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) would re-
store the funding for aircraft noise re-
duction to levels that are commensu-
rate with 1999. The Weiner amendment
would bring us back up to NASA’s
overall budget levels of $13.655 billion,
which is exactly the same amount of
money that was appropriated in fiscal
year 1999.

So with all due respect, this is not a
budget buster. This is in fact being fis-
cally responsible. In the long run, we
are going to save money by making
sure that we put these monies into in-
vesting in reducing noise at our air-
ports.

The Department of Transportation
estimates that over 3 million Ameri-
cans are affected by airport noise every
day. This FAA authorization bill that
we are facing later on in our session is
likely to increase traffic at our Na-
tion’s busiest airports. By supporting
this amendment, we are going to pro-
vide some relief for the people that live
around those airports.

I want to talk briefly about my
State. We have Denver International
Airport, known as DIA. It is the jewel
of our Nation’s airport system at this
point. But we want to build a sixth
runway. We cannot do that right now
because increased noise has become an
issue, not only for urban residents but
for farmers, for business people, and for
all the people that live in the moun-
tains of Colorado.

We ought to be doing all we can to
solve that problem now so that people
all over the country who use Denver
International Airport know that that
airport is going to be open in all kinds
of weather conditions.

Historically, the FAA has been great
at running the trains, if you will, run-
ning the airports in our country, but
NASA has done the important research
and development. We ought to be en-
couraging that combination, and this
amendment will do that.

If we want to reduce opposition to
airport operations and expansion, we
ought to pass this amendment now.
This is going to be our only chance this
session to reduce the din around our
cities and airports. Rather than create
more delay and litigation over our air-
ports, let us encourage the develop-
ment of quieter engines so our air
transportation system can help us
meet the challenges and the opportuni-
ties facing us in this next century.
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Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER), the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY), and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) in
sponsoring this amendment, and I rise
in support of its passage here today.

I think anyone who is interested in
economic development in this country
should give very close consideration to
this particular proposal. I am con-
vinced that progress in noise reduction
is imperative to continued economic
growth in this country.

The tension exists today between
growth in traffic in the air and con-
cerns about quality of life on the
ground, and this tension represents a
formidable barrier to economic expan-
sion all across the country.

We all know that increased air traffic
is inevitable, whether it is through leg-
islation of this body or through simple
population increase over the next sev-
eral years. We know that we have a
problem and it is going to get bigger.

The FAA currently puts monies to-
wards abatement and remediation ef-
forts but, in fact, they have not been
adequate, and those efforts may end up
being negated to some extent as the
FAA moves to change traffic patterns
and navigation methodology into the
future. And we may see traffic move-
ment from the existing contours and
this problem spread to more and more
families.

The NASA bill that we are talking
about is about researching new tech-
nologies, not about abating problems
that currently exist but dealing with
the future. And, of course, we need
both. We need remediation of existing
problems, and we must eliminate any
future problems before they start.

What we are hoping to see developed
here is next-stage aircrafts, necessary,
absolutely necessary, if we hope to sup-
port both quality of life for the fami-
lies who are affected by this problem,
as we just heard 3 million and growing,
as well as the economic needs of com-
munities, regions of the country, and
indeed the country as a whole.

If my colleagues are interested in
economic development, if they are in-
terested in protecting both the growth
of air travel and the economic growth
that is incumbent with that, as well as
the quality of life for people on the
ground, this is a very good place to
spend a vote today.

I urge that my colleagues support it.
Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to summarize here what we have
had a chance to learn. We have learned
that there is virtual consensus in this
body, even on those that are opposed to

my amendment, that aircraft noise has
reached almost chronic proportions.
We have agreed that we need to do
more about it. We have agreed in the
years to come there will be even more
aircraft taking off, more people living
in those paths, and more people being
harmed every day several times an
hour by that air traffic.

But what we have heard is that my
amendment to add $10 million this year
to a package that includes $42 billion of
spending, including $14 billion just this
year alone, is somehow too rich. And
we found out that instead of offering
this amendment in the way that I have
to bring it up to last year’s level, no
higher, that instead I should identify
places in the budget and seek to have
this funded from those areas.

Well, perhaps I can have it funded
from the Advanced Space Transpor-
tation Technology section of this bill.
$80 million plus-up, an $80 million addi-
tional allocation is in this bill, above
and beyond what the President pro-
posed. Perhaps it can come from that
research and technology base that I
had a brief colloquy with my chairman
about, which is a $362 million pot of
money that is essentially fungible that
we are saying, as this Congress, we
want to give the authority to NASA to
decide how that should be spent.

But if we agree on the fundamental
premise that we need to do more re-
search, that we need to ensure that
when the stage-four aircraft are ready
that we in the United States are able
to put them on our aircraft as quickly
as possible, then perhaps this is the
place to start.

There is concern, and it is legitimate
concern, that we not bust the budget.
Well, we are not busting the budget by
restoring this to last year’s level. We
are not busting the budget if we are
going to be approving a bill with this
amendment, which is exactly at the
same level as it was this year. And all
of the protest about us not paying
enough diligence, not paying enough
respect to the request that the Presi-
dent submitted I believe is a false con-
cern.

I believe that there are many areas
in this budget where we exceed the
President’s request. This is an oppor-
tunity for us to touch people’s lives all
over this country. It might be our last
chance this year to say, in addition to
trying to foster greater air commerce,
in addition to trying to foster growth
at airports, in addition to trying to
track new jobs, we should do a little
bit, a very little bit, to add to the
amount of research that we do that,
perhaps with the great assets that we
have in this country, intellectual and
otherwise, in years to come we might
be able to look back at this bill and say
give us the extra push to get even
quieter aircraft flying over our coun-
try.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,

is the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) now amending his amendment
or proposing a new amendment that
suggests that the $11 million come
from the Advanced Space Transpor-
tation Technology section?

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
the gentleman, would he support that
amendment if I did?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman would yield, is that
the proposal of the gentleman?

Mr. WEINER. Well, I am always guid-
ed by the wisdom of my subcommittee
chair. Would the chairman support
that amendment if I crafted it in that
manner?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, let me
suggest this, if the gentleman would
continue to yield:

I had extensive meetings on this
budget with Mr. Goldin, who, of course,
is the head of NASA. And I know that
we have a big budget and I know $10
million or $11 million seems like it is a
small portion, but believe it or not, the
people in government who have to deal
with this budget actually have ideas of
how this money should be spent and
have ideas and know that if it is not
spent in another way it will come out
of these other priorities.

Mr. Goldin has emphasized to me, as
the chairman of the subcommittee,
that the Advanced Space Technology
portion is third highest priority. And
frankly, this is something that we
should have been discussing and going
through for the last two or three weeks
rather than here on the floor of trying
to find an area.

So I would imagine Dan Goldin and
the administration would oppose it
coming out of that themselves. It is
something that, and I agree with the
gentleman, I mean, I think that he has
hit an area that needs research. In fact,
as I mentioned earlier, NASA has al-
ready decided to increase, due to prob-
ably some of the arguments he has pro-
vided, by $25 million.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, as the chairman is aware, we did
not mark this up in the subcommittee
so we did not have an opportunity to
fully vet it. And when we did offer a
similar amendment, the type that my
colleague seems to be supporting, I won
on a tie vote, a moral victory perhaps;
and that is why I chose to draft it this
way using the guidance of the gen-
tleman.

And I am comfortable with the idea
of a $14 billion NASA budget this year,
having an additional $10 million that
does not exceed last year’s level. I am
comfortable with that amendment and
I would urge my colleagues to support
it.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the Weiner/Kucinich/Udall/Rivers
amendment. I have been actively working to
ameliorate aircraft noise and pollution prob-

lems affecting my district and the New Jersey/
New York Region for many years.

Recently, I helped secure language in the
FAA reauthorization act to urge the FAA to
complete its redesign of the New York/New
Jersey airspace as expeditiously as possible.
I also joined other Members in signing a letter
to the Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee urging full funding for the airport
improvement program.

Recently, too, I have met with NASA rep-
resentatives to better understand their ongoing
research efforts that would help reduce aircraft
noise. These efforts are leading to the next
phase of quieter aircraft, often referred to as
‘‘state IV’’. However, NASA is many years
away from deploying this technology. To in-
crease their ability to develop this technology
more rapidly, I urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support the Weiner
amendment. The amendment would restore
funding for NASA’s aircraft noise research pro-
gram to last year’s appropriated level, and
would only do so over the next three years.
This funding is critical to providing noise relief
to our citizens, improving air quality and re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions, and in-
creasing safety of residents and flight pas-
sengers nationwide.

This amendment is important not only for
residents in the New Jersey/New York region,
but for our entire nation. And I commend my
freshman colleague from New York for initi-
ating this important amendment that will im-
prove the quality of life for people across the
U.S. Help begin the new millennium with
greater noise and pollution relief for our con-
stituents by voting ‘‘Yes’’ today on the Weiner/
Kucinich/Udall/Rivers amendment.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in strong support of the amendment offered by
Mr. WEINER to the FY 2000 NASA Authoriza-
tion bill. This measure would restore funding
for NASA’s Aircraft Noise Research Program
to last year’s level. The research conducted by
this program would be of great benefit for all
those who live, work, or travel near airports
throughout the country.

The New York metropolitan area air space
is the busiest in the nation. While many peo-
ple enjoy the benefits of frequent flights into
and out of New York, my constituents are
forced to endure the noise of a plane landing
or taking off every 30 seconds at LaGuardia
Airport. Moreover, the FY 2000 FAA Re-Au-
thorization bill which the House will be consid-
ering in the next few weeks, may well increase
this flight activity. The issue of airplane noise
is a quality of life issue for the people who
live, work, and go to school in the areas sur-
rounding our nation’s airports. The least we
can do is work to make these planes quieter,
and lessen the burden on those who reside
near airports in my district, as well as through-
out the country.

I want to thank the gentleman from New
York, Mr. WEINER, for his initiative and leader-
ship on this critical issue for so many New
Yorkers and others throughout the country. I
urge my colleagues to support this critical
issue and vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Weiner amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 174, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER)
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. SALMON

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. SALMON:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 221. ANTI-DRUG MESSAGE ON INTERNET

SITES.
Not later than 90 days after the date of the

enactment of this Act, the Administrator, in
consultation with the Director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy, shall place
anti-drug messages on Internet sites con-
trolled by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 220, insert the following
new item:
Sec. 221. Anti-drug message on Internet

sites.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is very straightforward. It
requires the NASA Administrator to
consult with the Director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy to
place antidrug messages on NASA
Internet sites.

The NASA Internet site is the most
popular Government Web site, receiv-
ing hundreds of millions of hits. For
example, the Mars Pathfinder Web site
logged roughly 750 million hits during
its mission to Mars. John Glenn’s re-
turn to space generated 732,000 Web
pages being downloaded from NASA’s
server, and each week about 250,000
Web pages are downloaded from
NASA’s server.

Many of these hits on the NASA site
are from children, our young people.
Thousands of schools around the coun-
try have incorporated the NASA Web
site into their science curriculum. Fur-
thermore, NASA has targeted students
with interactive Web sites designed to
engage young minds.

In an era where our children are con-
stantly bombarded and surrounded by
the influence of drugs and where more
than half of all high school students
are found to have dabbled with illicit
drugs by the time they have graduated,
now is the time to step up our preven-
tion efforts to protect our children
from the scourge of drugs. The NASA
Web site is an excellent and cost-free
way to send these antidrug messages to
our young children.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment of the gentleman
from Arizona is a very constructive one
and I am happy to accept it.
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Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Tennessee.
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I also

recommend accepting the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. ROEMER:
After section 130, insert the following new

section:
SEC. 131. COST LIMITATION FOR THE INTER-

NATIONAL SPACE STATION.
(a) LIMITATION OF COSTS.—Except as pro-

vided in subsection (c), the total amount ap-
propriated for—

(1) costs of the International Space Station
through completion of assembly may not ex-
ceed $21,900,000,000; and

(2) space shuttle launch costs in connec-
tion with the assembly of the International
Space Station through completion of assem-
bly may not exceed $17,700,000,000 (deter-
mined at the rate of $380,000,000 per space
shuttle flight).

(b) COSTS TO WHICH LIMITATION APPLIES.—
(1) DEVELOPMENT COSTS.—The limitation

imposed by subsection (a)(1) does not apply
to funding for operations, research, and crew
return activities subsequent to substantial
completion of the International Space Sta-
tion.

(2) LAUNCH COSTS.—The limitation imposed
by subsection (a)(2) does not apply to space
shuttle launch costs in connection with oper-
ations, research, and crew return activities
subsequent to substantial completion of the
International Space Station.

(3) SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the International
Space Station is considered to be substan-
tially completed when the development costs
comprise 5 percent or less of the total Inter-
national Space Station costs for the fiscal
year.

(c) AUTOMATIC INCREASE OF LIMITATION
AMOUNT.—The amounts set forth in sub-
section (a) shall each be increased to reflect
any increase in costs attributable to—

(1) economic inflation;
(2) compliance with changes in Federal,

State, or local laws enacted after the date of
enactment of this Act;

(3) the lack of performance or the termi-
nation of participation of any of the Inter-
national countries participating in the Inter-
national Space Station; and

(4) new technologies to improve safety, re-
liability, maintainability, availability, or
utilization of the International Space Sta-
tion, or to reduce costs after completion of
assembly, including increases in costs for on-
orbit assembly sequence problems, increased
ground testing, verification and integration
activities, contingency responses to on-orbit
failures, and design improvements to reduce
the risk of on-orbit failures.

(d) NOTICE OF CHANGES.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide with each annual budget
request a written notice and analysis of any
changes under subsection (c) to the amounts
set forth in subsection (a) to the Senate
Committees on Appropriations and on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation and to
the House of Representatives Committees on
Appropriations and on Science. The written
notice shall include—

(1) an explanation of the basis for the
change, including the costs associated with
the change and the expected benefit to the
program to be derived from the change; and

(2) an analysis of the impact on the assem-
bly schedule and annual funding estimates of
not receiving the requested increases.

(e) REPORTING AND REVIEW.—
(1) IDENTIFICATION OF COSTS.—
(A) SPACE SHUTTLE.—As part of the overall

space shuttle program budget request for
each fiscal year, the Administrator shall
identify separately the amounts of the re-
quested funding that are to be used for com-
pletion of the assembly of the International
Space Station.

(B) INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION.—As part
of the overall International Space Station
budget request for each fiscal year, the Ad-
ministrator shall identify the amount to be
used for development of the International
Space Station.

(2) ACCOUNTING FOR COST LIMITATIONS.—As
part of the annual budget request to the Con-
gress, the Administrator shall account for
the cost limitations imposed by subsection
(a).

(3) VERIFICATION OF ACCOUNTING.—The Ad-
ministrator shall arrange for a verification,
by the General Accounting Office, of the ac-
counting submitted to the Congress within
60 days after the date on which the budget
request is transmitted to the Congress.

(4) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Within 60 days
after the Administrator provides a notice
and analysis to the Congress under sub-
section (d), the Inspector General of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall review the notice and analysis and
report the results of the review to the com-
mittees to which the notice and analysis was
provided.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 130, insert the following
new item:
Sec. 131. Cost limitation for the Inter-

national Space Station.

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, there is
a quote from Justice Louis Brandeis
and it goes like this: ‘‘Publicity is just-
ly commended as a remedy for social
and industrial diseases. Sunlight is
said to be the best of disinfectants,
electric light the most efficient police-
man.’’

Sunlight, policing, publicity, how can
we be against that? This amendment is
about all three of those things. This is
not my annual amendment to kill the
Space Station. This is an amendment
to responsibly cap the costs of the
Space Station.

Mr. Chairman, we need to do some-
thing about the Space Station; and this
body, in its eminent wisdom and sense
of fair play, has a number of options
today. We can cap the costs of the
Space Station for the assembly at $21.9
billion. We can cap the Shuttle costs in
connection with the assembly at $17.7
billion and follow the lead of the other
body.

The other body put these caps into
their bill. Senator MCCAIN, a Repub-
lican, who I believe supports the Space
Station, put this language into the
Senate bill. I do not think that it was
even contested. I think it was voice
voted. And probably people that sup-
port the Space Station, although I do

not, I admit it, I do not support the
Space Station, this simply tries to get
a fencing and a cap and some account-
ability and some sunshine on the rising
and escalating inefficiencies and cost
overruns in the Space Station.

Now, we just had a debate on a rea-
sonable amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) to
try to plus up to last year’s level an
aeronautic account to try to do more
research on noise and its impact from
engines, commercial engines, on inner
city people.

Both the respected chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the respected sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER)
have, in effect, said that we must
prioritize the Space Station. And it has
gone from $2.1 billion in this bill to $2.4
billion in this bill. So, naturally, when
the bill is only $13.4 billion, lots of
other things are going to fall by the
wayside.

So this amendment that I respect-
fully offer simply says let us fence this
money, let us cap this money, let us
make NASA accountable for this
money.

b 1300

I remind my colleagues, I gently re-
mind my colleagues that this is the
same Space Station that was supposed
to cost $8 billion when it was first de-
signed in 1984. Now the General Ac-
counting Office says the total cost for
launching and construction assembly
are going to be $98 billion. Mr. Chair-
man, we have had cost overruns in the
last couple of years equal to the entire
cost that the Space Station was origi-
nally designed to cost the American
taxpayer.

This amendment simply says, if you
are going to build it, be accountable to
the taxpayer. Do not continue to have
a program replete with inefficiencies
and infected with cost overruns. Let us
make sure that NASA does it the way
they have done so many other things
so efficiently, with the hope and the
glory and the promise of the Path-
finder that went to Mars recently for
$263 million on the dot.

Are we going to be able to do those
anymore if the Space Station con-
tinues to escalate in cost and eats up
the rest of the $13.4 billion that we
have for NASA? I ask my colleagues,
will we even have a NASA that has an
aeronautics component? Maybe we
should just rename the bill the Na-
tional Space Administration and not
help out our aeronautics companies
anymore. That is where we are moving.
That is what happened to the gen-
tleman from New York’s amendment.
Let us make sure we prioritize ac-
countability and disinfectant and fair-
ness in this budget.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the rites
of spring that occurs in our Nation’s
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capital city every year. The cherry
blossoms come up, there are a lot of
tourists, particularly schoolchildren,
that come to see our Nation’s capital,
and the gentleman from Indiana starts
to kill the Space Station again.

First, there is a cap for the next 3
years contained in the bill that is be-
fore us. That cap is contained in the
authorization amounts of $2,482,700,000
for fiscal year 2000, $2.328 billion for fis-
cal year 2001 and $2.91 billion for fiscal
year 2002. That cap is there. That fully
funds the administration’s request on
this subject. We are being very bipar-
tisan on that.

Secondly, the amendment that the
gentleman is proposing now will be di-
rectly in conflict with the next amend-
ment that the gentleman intends to
propose which gets the Russian govern-
ment out of the critical path, because
the budgets that NASA has put to-
gether assume that the Russians will
be able to fulfill their obligations
under the Space Station agreement.
The gentleman from Indiana and I hap-
pen to agree that the Russians have
not done that. But if he removes the
Russians from the program, it is going
to cost more money.

So the cap that he puts on will pre-
vent NASA from spending more money
which will be caused by the next
amendment that the gentleman from
Indiana intends to propose. Really, I
think the gentleman ought to go to his
third amendment which kills the Space
Station altogether, because that imple-
ments what he wants to do. What he
wants to do there is wrong and has
been rejected overwhelmingly by the
House of Representatives in the past,
and I would hope would be rejected
again in the future.

The conflicting messages that are
being sent by the different caps that
are being discussed here is not going to
do NASA any good, is not going to do
the program any good, and it is just
going to confuse everyone in terms of
responsible budgeting. I hope that that
is not what the gentleman from Indi-
ana has in mind.

Because in determining how much
the Space Station costs, an essential
element is going to be the economic
and political direction that Russia
takes and how the United States of
America, which includes the President,
the Congress and the American people,
respond to it. I just would hope that
NASA’s hands would not be tied
through the adoption of the amend-
ment that the gentleman from Indiana
is proposing at the present time, that
NASA be able to have the flexibility in
dealing with Russian contingencies
head-on.

For that reason, I would urge the
committee to reject the amendment
that he has proposed.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Let me thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) as well
as the chairman and ranking member

of our Subcommittee on Space and
Aeronautics. Let me also acknowledge
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN) and wish him a speedy recov-
ery and thank him for his leadership.

I enjoy the friendship of the gen-
tleman from Indiana, and of course I
enjoy his constant reminder that we
must be vigilant and diligent in the use
of the people’s money. I vigorously
rise, Mr. Chairman, to oppose his
amendment on the capping of develop-
ment funds and launching funds for the
Space Station, and prospectively rise
to oppose what might be an amend-
ment to eliminate the Space Station,
and ask my colleagues to consider
where we are.

In committee, someone made a very
important note that the gentleman
from Indiana’s eloquence was missed in
the Committee on Science, and they
thought because of his leadership of
past years he had gotten promoted to
another committee. Maybe we should
not say it on the floor, but I know he
misses us and he knows the good work
that this committee does, and that is
why he is back with us again.

But I would share with my colleagues
that we went through this even before
I came to Congress, when we in essence
did not support the continuation of the
super collider, of course, costing a lot
of dollars. But yet there is much evi-
dence that suggests superconductivity
research, which is now international,
would have generated into many, many
jobs and as well would have brought us
a large amount of research and input.

I say that this is the same thing that
we have with the Space Station. I sup-
port the NASA reauthorization, with
certainly a number of concerns. But I
would think at this point in the fur-
therance of what we have done, where
we have gotten the Space Station, the
efficiency, the effectiveness, the tight
budget.

I just happened to visit one of our
contractors a couple of weeks or so
ago. I walked through their plant, I
watched their employees, saw the fine
line of the budgeting process that they
watch, the around-the-clock workers
that they have there at USA, United
Space Alliance, and saw that they had
an attention to detail with respect to
doing this job right.

The research that we are getting out
of the Space Station on diabetes, HIV,
heart disease, the fact that the NASA
Johnson Space Center, in fact, using
International Space Station as an um-
brella, is able to solve some of the
problems that impact individuals. For
example, there is sort of a connection
between the small business community
where there are outreach members who
go to the small business community
and say, ‘‘Do you have a problem? If
you have a problem, let’s see if we can
solve it through the umbrella of the
Johnson Space Center and the um-
brella of the International Space Sta-
tion.’’

One of those had to do with a gen-
tleman that had a surgery on his arm

and had to have various tubes. He
could not take a clean bath. This is one
of our hospitals. He could not take a
shower because infections would start
up. We have been able to, under the
umbrella of all the research that is
done under the Space Station, to be
able to solve that individual problem.
And so I think it is important. I think,
however, that to gut the Space Sta-
tion, we would be in trouble.

The bill fully funds the Space Shuttle
at $2.5 billion. Included in the package
is an additional $456 million for the
Shuttle. Furthermore, this bill con-
tains a substantial increase from the
administration’s request for NASA’s
academic program. I was able to secure
further participation for our minority
universities, minority-serving univer-
sities, Hispanic and African American.
The overall bill responds to our con-
cerns about fiscal responsibility.

Yet let me comment, Mr. Chairman,
that this bill is not altogether perfect.
It steals from Administrator Dan
Goldin by prohibiting him from pur-
suing programs that have the potential
to bring great rewards to the United
States. The Triana program, Mr. Chair-
man, I hope, which is a 2-year program
which was funded last year in the
amount of $40 million, snatched out of
the jaws of success, I hope that when
we get into conference we can realize
the importance of this. Taking away
NASA’s authority to follow through on
this program merely because it was an
initiative of the Vice President is cer-
tainly irresponsible and a waste of tax-
payer dollars. It reminds me of the big
hole in north Texas because of opposi-
tion to the super collider. Section 126
of the bill also contains a limitation on
NASA’s earth science program.

So we have many problems, Mr.
Chairman, but I would say to you, we
do not have a problem with the Inter-
national Space Station. I would ask my
colleagues to defeat this amendment,
prospectively to defeat the amendment
to eliminate the Space Station, and
pass the bill, and work on supporting
the Triana project.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this bill,
which authorizes the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) for the next
three years.

This bill authorizes one of our proudest insti-
tutions, NASA. It is an agency that spear-
heads our search for an understanding about
our universe, an agency dedicated to quench
our insatiable thirst for knowledge. It is an
agency that has done more with less over the
past decade, and done so convincingly well. I
wish that Congress could perform for them as
they have for us, and pass a bill that does not
micro-manage, and that does not place new
obstacles in the path to achievement.

Thankfully, however, this bill maintains or in-
creases funding for several projects that have
consistently been performing well despite
yearly budget cutbacks, namely the Inter-
national Space Station and the Space Shuttle.
Up until now, it has been fairly easy to criticize
our progress on the station because NASA re-
mained in stages of planning and prepara-
tion—but all of that has changed in the past
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few months we finally have two pieces of the
ISS in orbit—Zariya and Unity. Under this bill,
the funding for the Space Station is set at $1.4
billion for FY2000, of which $394 million is
specifically earmarked for microgravity re-
search—which is at the core of station re-
search that will benefit the health of human-
kind.

This bill also fully funds the Space Shuttle
program at $2.5 billion in FY2000, with a slight
increase in FY2001. Included in this package
is an additional $456 million for shuttle up-
grades, which seek to improve the safety of
the shuttle, and which can increase efficiency.
These upgrades will guarantee that the space
shuttle will be more-than-capable in its duties
for the next 10 years, while at the same time
reduce operating costs and decrease flight
turnaround time. These are important in an
era where we want to increase access to
space while at the same time lowering cost,
so that we can better complete worldwide for
launch dollars. We should be promoting the
use of U.S. launch facilities whenever pos-
sible, so as to further develop our launch in-
dustry and make our economy more robust
than ever.

Furthermore, this bill contains a substantial
increase from the Administration’s request in
the funding for NASA’s Academic programs.
Although the $128 million is slightly below the
appropriated amount last year, it still rep-
resents an overall increase in those academic
programs when looking at our overall spend-
ing pattern over the past five years.

I was also thankful to pass an amendment
during Full Committee markup that set aside a
proportional amount of funding for minority
academic programs. These programs are ex-
tremely important, especially when you look at
the numbers. African-Americans only rep-
resent 6% of the students enrolled in grad-
uate-level science and engineering programs,
and Hispanics only 4%. In the workforce, both
of those groups together represent less than
6% of those working in the science and engi-
neering fields even though they represent
more than 20% of all our workers combined.

My amendment ensured that NASA would
spend at least $62 million on minority edu-
cation efforts, of which $33.6 million would go
to Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
This is especially important in my district,
which lies just outside of the Johnson Space
Center and which contains Texas Southern
University and the University of Houston, both
of which serve minority youth from all over the
country. NASA can have a significant impact
on these children’s lives—most of you have
seen the reaction of the children who were
lucky enough to attend the preview of the new
‘‘Star Wars’’ movie last night—now imagine
NASA being able to dazzle them with real-life
possibilities and technology.

This bill is far from perfect, however. NASA
has always been an agency about research,
setting goals, and solving problems. This bill,
however, steals authority from Administrator
Dan Goldin by prohibiting him from pursuing
programs that have the potential to bring great
rewards to the United States.

The first program that is cut by this program
is the Triana program, which is a two-year
program which was funded last year in the
amount of $40 million. By taking away NASA’s
authority to follow through on this program,
merely because it was in some way an initia-
tive of the Vice President is more than irre-
sponsible, it is a waste of taxpayer dollars.

Section 126 of this bill also contains a limi-
tation on NASA’s Earth Science program, who
is in charge of leveraging our space tech-
nology to give us a better understanding of the
Earth. The limitation places hard requirements
on NASA to commercialize portions of its re-
mote sensing data, but the reality is that the
market has not developed to the point where
data buys are commonplace. As a result, the
entire Earth Science program’s future will be
in serious jeopardy in Section 126 is not
stricken from the bill.

The bill as currently written also contains
prohibitions on the development of TransHab,
a new technology that has direct application to
the Space Station and future space tech-
nologies. TransHab is essentially an expand-
able construct that can be used in outer space
to house astronauts or other equipment. Be-
cause it is expandable, its capacity for use is
greater than conventionally built modules, and
at the same time it saves us precious payload
space when put into orbit. TransHab tech-
nology opens many options for NASA, and
makes the lives of astronauts far more bear-
able. While we should make sure that this
technology does not jeopardize our current
space station construction timeline or cause
cost overruns, this House should not preempt
the sound reasoning of our best-trained sci-
entists by prohibiting the development of
TransHab.

NASA is an important tile on the American
quilt. It permeates the consciousness of a
whole generation that watched Neil Armstrong
walk on the moon and dreamed they were
there with him. NASA continues in the Amer-
ican traditions of exploration and ingenuity—
and we should not abandon those traditions
by placing limits on our best and our brightest.
I urge my colleagues to support NASA, but to
do so responsibly and without undue inter-
ference.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of all three Roemer amendments.
Every year, as the gentleman from
Wisconsin has pointed out, we come to
the floor and debate this issue.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
additional funds for the International
Space Station. I realize we are going to
be facing three amendments today. One
is to cap funding, one is to end our
partnership with Russia in this pro-
gram, and the third is to end funding
for the Space Station altogether.

But we continue to shovel money
into this growing black hole of tax-
payer dollars. Two modules have al-
ready been launched, but where is the
next module? The launch of the third
segment, Russia’s service module, has
been delayed again and again because
of Russia’s funding problems.

Should we throw more U.S. taxpayer
dollars to the Russians to finish their
work? I fear that such assistance may
become lost, like the $4.8 billion in
IMF funds which were squandered by
Russian officials. The Clinton adminis-
tration’s ill-fated decision to bring
Russia aboard, a decision which they
claimed would result in accelerating
the Space Station completion by 2
years and reducing costs by $4 billion,
has backfired badly. Instead, costs

have accelerated and delays have in-
creased.

In the fiscal year 1994 VA-HUD bill
which passed the House overwhelm-
ingly, there was report language which
said, and I stress this point, Congress
stated that Russian participation, and
this is where I am quoting, ‘‘should en-
hance, not enable, the Space Station.’’
Despite our best intentions, Russian
participation has caused huge U.S. cost
overruns and has in effect disabled the
program, which is now dependent on
Russia.

Will the American taxpayer get their
money’s worth out of this project? I
doubt it. The original scientific jus-
tifications for building the station
have eroded. The presidents of 10 dif-
ferent scientific societies have called
the Space Station a project of little
scientific or technical merit that
threatens valuable space-related
projects and drains the scientific vital-
ity of nations.

I believe the $75 billion not yet spent
on the Space Station could provide an
enormous benefit to other programs
within NASA and other earth-based
scientific research. How many more
delays, cost overrun and unfulfilled
promises must we endure? I continue
to support NASA and space explo-
ration, but we must recognize the cost
of this particular project far exceeds
the potential benefits. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Roemer amend-
ments and restore common sense to
our space program.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the gentleman from Indiana’s scrutiny
of the Space Station over the past few
years. I think because of that that we
have a better Space Station program,
that NASA is more accountable.

But I do have concerns with this
amendment, in that, as has been point-
ed out, two segments of the Space Sta-
tion have already been launched and
placed in orbit. This particular cap
would result in a 12 percent approxi-
mate reduction in the budget for the
projected completion of the Space Sta-
tion. I think to take 12 percent out
really raises questions of safety and ef-
ficiency. For those reasons, I think
this is just too big a cut and would op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as we all know, the
gentleman from Indiana has been a
strong opponent of the Space Station
program for years, and for many years
traditionally introduced the amend-
ment to kill the funding for the Space
Station. He was consistently defeated
by the will of this body.

The people of the United States,
through the expressed will of the Con-
gress, have chosen to proceed with the
construction of the Space Station.
Now, today, as we speak, we do have
two elements on orbit. We have much
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of the construction cost already ex-
pended, and most of the hardware is at
the Space Station processing facility
at Kennedy Space Center and ready to
be launched.

b 1315

Now what was correctly pointed out
by the gentleman from Michigan is
that we do have significant delays
caused by the Russians, and that has
been something that I have been very,
very concerned about, as have been
many Members of this body. We are
very, very close to obtaining the deliv-
ery of the service module. NASA has
worked out a very, very successful pro-
gram to work around any further Rus-
sian delays in the outyears of the pro-
gram and to ultimately get them out of
the critical pathway.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to oppose this amendment because of
what it really is, and what it is is an
attempt on the part of those who have
tried to kill the space station for years
to instead put forward an amendment
that does not appear to do that but
what in reality will do that. By putting
this cap in place it would require very
significant cuts in funding, and I can
tell my colleagues as a Member who
represents an area of the country
where a lot of this work is done, this
program is pretty much cut to the
bone. They have really done a tremen-
dous job, I believe, in getting it com-
pleted with the funding that has been
available and that this particular
amendment will essentially kill the
space station program.

I am told that there is nothing that
motivates our kids more to study math
and science in our schools than our
manned space flight program, and I
would encourage our colleagues to de-
feat this amendment.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have before me here
the official House of Representatives
dictionary, and I have turned to page
240 and looked up the word ‘‘boon-
doggle.’’

Boondoggle: work of little or no
value done merely to keep or look
busy; a project funded by the Federal
Government out of political favoritism
that is of no real value to the commu-
nity or the Nation.

Boondoggle, Mr. Chairman, that is
what we are talking about here in the
three amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) to
kill, cut or sever the relationship with
the Russians in work performed by the
Russians on the space station.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell my col-
leagues I was a member of the Com-
mittee on Science back in 1994. We
began talking about the space station.
The work was already under way at
that time. I was told at that time that
the work to be done, to be completed,
was going to run a cost of $20 billion to
complete the space station. That was
in 1995, when I first came to Congress.

Today we have just received a study by
GAO with revised estimates saying
that the space station will cost U.S.
taxpayers $95.6 billion over its lifetime,
a fourfold increase in 4 years, Mr.
Chairman.

This, I believe, should be an added
definition for boondoggle in this dic-
tionary that I have before me.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARGENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I am afraid the gentleman is kind
of confusing apples with oranges be-
cause the earlier figure was the con-
struction cost. The later figure that
the gentleman from Oklahoma is using
is the construction cost plus the oper-
ations cost over the full 15 to 20-year
life cycle of the station.

I will be the first to concede that as
a result of the Russian failures to do
what they agreed to the construction
costs to the U.S. taxpayers have gone
up, but the 1994 figures that the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma gave did not in-
clude any operations cost whatsoever.

So there has not been a fourfold in-
crease.

Mr. LARGENT. But is it true that
the taxpayers will be spending $95.6 bil-
lion over the next 15 years or over the
lifetime of the space station?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That is the
current estimate, but to say that the
cost has gone up by four times, as my
colleagues know, uses a figure in the
beginning that did not include any
operational cost and the figure in the
end that does. So it is not a com-
parable comparison between the cur-
rent cost estimate and the cost esti-
mate that was utilized in 1994.

Mr. LARGENT. Then in 1994 what
were the costs plus operational ex-
penses projected to be?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I do not
know.

Mr. LARGENT. I can assure the gen-
tleman it was not $95.6 billion of the
taxpayers’ money.

I can also tell him that one of the
reasons that was given for building the
space station was that we could do all
these elaborate experiments on crystal
formation in a weightless environment,
and so the reason for that is that we
would be able to develop all these cures
for cancer and so forth, and so what I
did is I just kind of on my own began
calling a number of the drug manufac-
turing companies in this country and
asking them: ‘‘How important is it for
you to be able to conduct these experi-
ments to develop these chemicals and
these different crystalline formations
that are going to cure cancer?’’

Their response, all of them across the
board, was: ‘‘We could care less. That is
not what we are into. We could care
less about space station funding.’’

So I would just say, Mr. Chairman,
that I am rising in support of all the
Roemer amendments, and I would ask
my colleagues to consider the ramifica-
tions of continuing to spend nearly $100

billion of taxpayers’ money on a
project that is overdue, overfunded and
not needed.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise this afternoon
to voice my very strong opposition to
all of the amendments offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
to H.R. 1654, and I will talk about all of
them right now in one fell swoop.

With all due respect to my colleague
from Indiana, cancelling or capping the
International Space Station, whether
it is dealing with the partnership with
Russia, killing funding authorization
for the space station or setting caps on
development of and launch of costs as-
sociated with the station is wrong-
headed. It is wrongheaded domestic and
foreign policy.

When we began the International
Space Station, we knew it would be a
challenging project, to say the least.
To stop now would be sort of like halt-
ing the construction of the trans-
continental railroad shortly after the
engineering survey work had begun and
the first few miles of track had been
laid in the 1860s.

Mr. Chairman, it would be short-
sighted and even foolish to terminate
the program now that we are on the
verge of realizing its many rewards. We
have launched Zarya and Unity, the
initial elements of the space station,
into orbit where they are now oper-
ating, and moreover, shipment of the
service module, the permanent crew
quarters, will be placed in orbit next
year. It is presently under way. NASA
experts predict that the space station
will be completed and can serve as an
outpost for humans to develop, use and
explore the last frontier within 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, think about the ad-
vances that can positively affect the
lives of all Americans that would be
prematurely halted. For example, the
new space life sciences doctoral pro-
gram at the University of Texas med-
ical branch in Galveston, my district,
could be terminated, and the chances
of improving telemedicine and even
better access for health care for all
Americans would be slowed down. Cut-
ting space station funding would ad-
versely affect Joe Valentine’s Alliance
for Technology access in San Rafael,
California, which is in the district of
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY), and she is going to speak in
a few minutes. The alliance which has
40 resource centers around the country
provides assistance to the disabled
through a variety of high-tech re-
sources, many of which have been de-
veloped through manned space explo-
ration and all of which stand to benefit
greatly from current telemedicine-tele-
medical research.

Mr. Chairman, capping or elimi-
nating space station funding also could
stymie progress at the University of
Notre Dame’s bioscience core facility.
At this laboratory in the district of the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
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scientists and researchers are dedi-
cated to providing technical and in-
strumental support for biological and
biochemical research. I do not believe
either of these Congress persons wish
to do something that would harm the
hopes and dreams of what these people
are trying to accomplish in their dis-
tricts, and our Nation’s drive to im-
prove the lives of humans and the
health of our planet would be waylaid
if Congress votes to terminate funding
for the International Space Station. It
would be a shame to throw away one of
the best financial investments our Na-
tion can make, and I have said it sev-
eral times. For every Federal dollar we
spend in space we get a $9 return here
on Earth. Nine dollars has created tens
of thousands of good jobs for Ameri-
cans.

Well, Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my
colleagues to think about their chil-
dren and their grandchildren when
casting their vote on any of these three
dangerous amendments. Do we really
want to deprive our children and
grandchildren the benefits of future
improvements and discoveries in medi-
cine, meteorology, microbiology by
voting against continued funding of the
International Space Station?

Well, I do not want the 106th Con-
gress to go down in history as one of
the most myopic in history by endors-
ing these amendments. Therefore, I
urge all of my colleagues to vote no on
the amendments to NASA’s budget au-
thorization bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in respectful but
still opposition to at least two of the
amendments offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROEMER). Perhaps
we will talk about the third, but let me
just say that now is not the time for us
to undermine the space station pro-
gram.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER) has made his position very
clear. He believes the space station is
wasteful, and he believes that it takes
away from other priorities. He has
made his arguments, and some of his
arguments have certainly a flavor of
legitimacy to them, not to say that we
can agree with him at this time. Per-
haps 10 years ago when we were facing
this same situation, perhaps when I
first came to Congress, would have
been a better idea just to go along with
Mr. Roemer at that time, but we have
gone forward now, and we have reached
a point that it would be a tremen-
dously destructive factor to America’s
space program to try to end the space
station project at this time.

If we end the space station project,
we follow the lead of the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), it will be a
death knell to space cooperation
throughout the world. We have made
agreements with our allies. We also
made an agreement and a covenant
with the American people. We spent so
many billions of their dollars already

on this project, it is incumbent now
upon us here at the last moments, in
the last 2 years of this project, to get
the project done.

And I agree with Mr. Goldin. Mr.
Goldin, I think, has been a breath of
fresh air to the space program, that his
number one priority is to get this
project done, get on with it, so then we
can go on to other things. If we instead
decide to cancel this project to go on to
other things, as the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) would like us to
do, it will lead to just the opposite. We
will not be cancelling to go into other
things, we will be undermining public
confidence and any other major space
programs and commitments in the fu-
ture.

So, while I sympathize with his re-
sponsible efforts to prioritize and to
talk about, as my colleagues know,
drawbacks in this budget, I simply can-
not support, and I do not think it is re-
sponsible for us now to pull back at
this last moment.

Now let me just say a few words
about space station and what it will be
and why it is worth moving forward at
this time.

The space station, once complete,
will be one of the great and historic en-
gineering feats of all times. We are
demonstrating that our engineers, and
with a combined and cooperative effort
with other countries of the world, can
build a great edifice in space, a struc-
ture that can be used for, yes, sci-
entific research, but also a structure
that can be expanded and used for
other things in the future that we per-
haps cannot foresee now. Just the engi-
neering experience that we get from
building space station and the experi-
ence we have working with this cooper-
ative relationship with others will edu-
cate us and permit us to accomplish
other great things in space, perhaps a
moon base, perhaps something that I
envisioned, a space grid, an electric
grid in space that will help us once our
oil resources dwindle to provide clean
electricity from space to be beamed
down from solar collectors onto the
Earth.

These are great dreams, but these are
dreams that have to start with engi-
neering capabilities that the space sta-
tion now will enable us to do because it
will teach us those techniques and en-
hance those capabilities.

So, I would respectfully request my
colleagues to reject Mr. ROEMER’s
amendments, at least two of them deal-
ing with the space station, and to sup-
port the space station, not to quit and
call it off right here at the last mo-
ment.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Speaker, I will not take my full
5 minutes. In fact, I will condense it to
Mr. ROEMER’s pending three amend-
ments. I will rise in opposition to all
three, but I will only speak once.

b 1330
I want to speak to the cutting of the

funding, to the striking of the funding,

or even to the reducing of the inter-
national effort in the International
Space Station. The gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) is a fine Member. I
would say to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER) that I hope I do not
give the same speech every year be-
cause his amendments obviously I op-
pose.

The International Space Station rep-
resents the future of space exploration
in our country, and it represents a high
tech lab whose innovations have count-
less applications in the daily lives of
all Americans. It represents an era of
international cooperation that every-
one can benefit from.

To date, the International Space Sta-
tion has been a model of international
cooperation and responsible manage-
ment. If Congress does undermine the
funding for the Space Station with an
unexpected reduction, it would rep-
resent a major reversal and a commit-
ment made to the program’s stability
over the past few years and it would be
a betrayal to our international part-
ners.

Critics have said that the cost for the
life cycle of the Space Station has
drastically risen. It is just not true,
Mr. Chairman. In fact, the cost for the
life cycle of the station has only gone
up 2 percent in the last 3 years. So that
is pretty good compared to even our
low inflation rate.

We have also said that funding the
Space Station would push out any
smaller space exploration endeavors
like the Mars Pathfinder Mission, the
Hubble Space Telescope, that have
enormous success. Again, this is not
true. NASA, with the development of
the Space Station, will have a platform
from which future space exploration
and research can be continued.

We are standing on the brink of the
21st century and I hope that we will
not look back to the last century by
cutting the funding for the Space Sta-
tion, the NASA scientists, researchers
and astronauts. We do not want to lose
the foothold our country has into the
future. So I ask a ‘‘no’’ vote on all
three of the Roemer amendments.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to support the
amendment of the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) to put caps on the
Space Station spending, and I want to
urge my colleagues to support his
amendment and my amendment to cut
our losses on the Space Station and to
cancel that project.

In fact, on this issue, to cut our
losses and cancel the Space Station, I
am very proud to be recognized, since
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) is no longer in attendance at the
Committee on Science meetings, I am
proud to be recognized as ROEMER in a
skirt.

First, though, it is important to
point out the valuable work of NASA,
the work that NASA does to push the
envelope of technology in reaching out
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to space. But one project in particular,
the Space Station, has cost us far too
much, casting too large a shadow over
our budget.

Speaking of throwing money at a
problem, when the Space Station was
proposed in 1984 the estimated price
tag was about $8 billion. That is a lot
of money. Now that price has risen
more than a dozen times to almost $100
billion over the life of the project. This
is truly unacceptable.

Let us see what we can do with that
much money, Mr. Chairman. We could
provide low income heating assistance
for thousands of families. We could
fund child immunization programs,
clean up our Superfund sites, fund drug
prevention programs, and pay our debt
to the United Nations.

To sway some of my colleagues, I
would say that for the same amount
they could buy three nuclear aircraft
carriers, five Seawolf submarines and
30 B–2 bombers, although I would not
recommend it nor would I vote for it.

Mr. Chairman, with the immediate
savings from this amendment, $2.4 bil-
lion in the year 2000, we could offer col-
lege education, including tuition fees
and books, to over 500,000 students who
could not otherwise afford college,
right here on Earth.

With $2.4 billion, we could provide
prenatal care to pregnant women who
do not have access to routine health
care, right here on Earth.

With $2.4 billion, we could expand the
WIC program so that all eligible preg-
nant and nursing mothers can get food
supplements, and still we would have
money left over.

Supporters of the Space Station
claim that research in space will ad-
vance health research. Well, with $2.4
billion, we could fully fund the Na-
tional Heart, Lung and Blood Institute,
right here on Earth. And with $2.4 bil-
lion, we could make Medicare more af-
fordable to nearly 3 million elderly
women living in poverty.

I do not question the ability of our
outstanding engineers, Mr. Chairman,
and our scientists who would bring this
project to reality. However, I believe
this is a case of misplaced priorities.
With the many needs here on Earth,
the Space Station is just too expensive.

With limited funds available for pro-
grams right here on Earth, we must
focus our resources on our Nation’s
most urgent needs in order to ensure a
bright future for our children. Let us
not send our tax dollars out in space
when we have unmet needs right here.
Let us cancel the Space Station pro-
gram. I urge my colleagues to support
the Roemer amendments.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY) and just add one other cat-
egory of where $100 billion might come
in handy for a useful down payment,
and that is the $5.5 trillion national
debt that still hangs over this Nation,

that affects us and is definitely going
to be affecting the future of our chil-
dren.

I do rise in strong support of the
three amendments the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) is offering to
kill, cut or control this fiscal irrespon-
sibility known as the International
Space Station, although I do so with a
great deal of sadness, Mr. Chairman. I
commend the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) for the courage that he
has displayed year in and year out to
bring these amendments to the floor to
highlight this issue, to force the Con-
gress to have to make some tough fis-
cal decisions and just to remind the
American people of what is going on
with this program.

But I do so sadly, Mr. Chairman. As
a representative of western Wisconsin,
the home of such outstanding astro-
nauts such as one of the original Mer-
cury astronauts, Deke Slayton, who
hails from a small town called Leon in
the Sparta area of Wisconsin, and cur-
rent Shuttle astronaut Mark Lee, I
have always been and will always re-
main a strong proponent of space ex-
ploration and our national space pro-
gram.

I, like many Americans, am very sup-
portive of NASA’s efforts to explore
the universe and expand human knowl-
edge, but I am not willing to support
this cause at the expense of fiscal san-
ity. The Space Station program, initi-
ated back in 1984 at an estimated cost
of roughly $8 billion, has become a
budgetary black hole. The GAO esti-
mates, even with its scope and size re-
duced, it will now cost nearly $100 bil-
lion over its life span.

At a time when Congress is trying to
abide by the 1997 balanced budget
agreement and live within the spending
caps that exist, how can we support a
Federal program that now is estimated
over 1,000 percent over budget?

With this authorization, the space
program will consume one-sixth of
NASA’s entire budget over the next 3
years, a large amount considering the
agency will essentially be level funded
during that. As the Station’s cost has
grown, it has crowded out other sci-
entific priorities. Any further slips in
construction and schedule will only
add to the pressure on other space pri-
orities.

We must know, as an institution,
when to say enough. Since its incep-
tion, our national space program has
represented what is best about our Na-
tion, Mr. Chairman: our ingenuity, our
technological skill, our desire for
knowledge about our universe and
about ourselves. When confronted with
seemingly insurmountable odds, the
fine men and women in our space pro-
gram have risen to the occasion time
and time again.

Who will forget that memorable mo-
ment back in 1961 when Yuri Gagarin
was the first Russian and first person
to be launched in space and the shock
waves that reverberated across our
country from that event. And then a

mere 23 days later Alan Shepard, sit-
ting courageously on top of the Mer-
cury Redstone rocket, not knowing
whether or not when it ignited it was
going to blow up from underneath him,
was the first American to finally reach
outer space. And then 20 days after
that a young President by the name of
John F. Kennedy challenged our Na-
tion to send a man to the moon and
safely return him to Earth by the end
of the decade.

For almost 40 years the achievements
of our space program have raised the
hopes and dreams of people of all ages.
Alan Shepard and Deke Slayton were
childhood heroes of mine. I had a model
of Freedom 7 on my dresser growing up
as a child during the 1960s. All who
have been involved in our Nation’s
space program are American heroes, no
question about it.

I want to do what I can to extend this
fine legacy but I will not do so at any
price. The space program is a wonder-
ful program, Mr. Chairman, that there
is no question about.

What has to be questioned is the tre-
mendous cost that the American tax-
payers are facing today to perpetuate a
Space Station that many in the sci-
entific community, outside of the
NASA community, believe has limited
or no value.

I would encourage my colleagues to
seriously consider supporting these
amendments which will hopefully re-
store some fiscal discipline and some
fiscal sanity around a program that is
sucking up more and more tax dollars
every year as we continue to slide
down this slope. I commend my friend
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) for bringing
these amendments again this year.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to all three of the
Roemer amendments dealing with
funding for NASA’s International
Space Station. As well intentioned as
they might be, I think they are very
misguided, and I think that is apparent
by the actions taken by previous
Houses on this issue.

Some of these amendments are the
same old items in new packages. All of
them would be destructive and detri-
mental to the program.

Some of our colleagues have argued
that it would be fiscally prudent to
eliminate the Space Station in this
year’s budget, as the previous speaker
just mentioned. In my opinion, nothing
could be further from the truth. In
fact, it would be terribly imprudent to
kill the program.

We have already invested more than
$20 billion in the Space Station. Our 12
international partners have spent more
than $5 billion; 250 tons of hardware
has been built and two elements are
currently in orbit. To eliminate the
program now, after so much has been
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invested and so much work has been
done, would be the height of irrespon-
sibility by allowing our investment to
be completely wasted.

The International Space Station is a
worthwhile investment in exploration
and science, an investment in jobs and
economic growth and, most of all, an
investment in improving life for all of
us here on Earth. The space program
and experiments conducted on the
Space Shuttle have made remarkable
contributions to medical research and
the study of life on Earth. The Space
Station is the next logical step, a per-
manent orbiting laboratory.

Let me highlight some of the Sta-
tion’s potential for contributing to
medical advancements. For example,
Space Station researchers will use the
low gravity environment of the Space
Station to expand our understanding of
cell culture, which could revolutionize
the treatment for joint diseases and in-
juries. The Space Station will provide
a unique environment for research on
the growth of protein crystal, which
aids in determining the structure and
function of proteins. Crystals grown in
space are far superior to those grown
here on Earth.

Such information will greatly en-
hance drug design and research into
cancer, diabetes, emphysema, parasitic
infections and immune systems dis-
orders.

The almost complete absence of grav-
ity on the Space Station will allow new
insights into human health and disease
prevention and treatment, including
heart, lung and kidney function, car-
diovascular disease, bone, calcium loss
and immune system function.

I also share the concern of my good
friend, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER), that the continued Rus-
sian participation in this project needs
to be carefully examined. The eco-
nomic difficulties that Russia is cur-
rently experiencing have caused sev-
eral unfortunate delays in their deliv-
ery of certain Space Station compo-
nents and this needs to be scrutinized.
This partnership deserves every chance
to succeed because of the experience
and expertise the Russians bring to the
table and the potential foreign policy
benefits of continuing this partnership.

Mr. Chairman, the International
Space Station is vital to continued
human man presence in space and I
would urge a defeat of all three of the
Roemer amendments.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) for his tenacity on this issue and
I once again join him in his efforts to
cap, curtail or eliminate the Inter-
national Space Station program.

I have heard all of the arguments
over the years, just as many of my col-
leagues have, and I have to say that
while I recognize the sincerity with
which many of these arguments are ad-
vanced, I do not accept the validity of
many of them.

For example, I do not believe that
this debate should be about jobs. I do
not believe that this debate should be
about good money after bad. I do not
think that it should be entirely about
cost, though I would point out that the
Roemer-Sanford amendment is sup-
ported by the National Taxpayers
Union, Citizens Against Government
Waste, the Concord Coalition and Citi-
zens for a Sound Economy.

I do not believe those issues should
be central to our discussion today. Our
debate today should be about science.
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It should be about whether or not the

International Space Station represents
good science.

Dr. Robert Park of the American
Physical Society observed that no sci-
entists not funded by NASA support
this station. My experience suggests
that is, in fact, true. Dr. Donald Brown,
a leading biological scientist and staff
member of the Carnegie Institution,
says NASA plans for space-based life
sciences research is costly and ineffec-
tive; ground-based research in other
areas are more important.

NASA once boasted that the space
station would have eight major sci-
entific objectives. Today, after numer-
ous redesigns and cost overruns, the
station retains only two of the original
eight. Many experts in space science
believe the station no longer represents
a worthwhile endeavor, and the science
experiments now slated for the station
could be conducted aboard unmanned
satellites or the space shuttle at a
much lower cost.

The station’s costs are threatening
to crowd out promising projects within
NASA. Last year, NASA shifted $200
million from space shuttle safety and
space education grants to pay for sta-
tion overruns. NASA also asked for the
authority to shift another $375 million
in 1998.

Smaller, cheaper, faster missions will
never share the success of other small
programs like the Hubble Space Tele-
scope and Mars Pathfinder if we do not
cancel the station now. At $1 trillion in
life cycle costs, the space station has
sucked the air out of space-based re-
search and space-based science that
should be allowed to exist on its own.

These proposals are thoughtfully pre-
sented, they are fiscally responsible,
and most importantly, they are
science-based. I would urge my col-
leagues to support these proposals.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. RIVERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman, first of all, for her
ongoing support for this effort that we
have put forward, not just this year,
not just last year, not just the year be-
fore, but the gentlewoman from Michi-
gan comes to the floor to articulate her
strongly felt views every single year on
this project, and I am grateful to her
for her strong support and her words of
wisdom.

I do want to say that in reading one
of the Congressional Research briefings
on the space station, they say on page
2 of 13 that there are no caps in this
House bill. There are overall caps in
the Senate bill inserted by Senator
MCCAIN on the overall costs of the
launch and the assembly. Mr. Chair-
man, $21 billion for one, $17.8 billion for
the other. That is all we are asking in
this first amendment. An overall $38
billion cap or a fence for disinfectant,
for sunshine, for policing, for account-
ability, for good government so that we
can control the costs of this space sta-
tion.

I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I would like to state my opposition
to this amendment, and I would en-
courage my colleagues to vote against
it.

I extend my full support for the sen-
sible NASA Authorization Act before
us today and I would like to commend
the hard work and leadership of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

With their guidance and support, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), as well
as the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN), the ranking member of the
Committee on Science, and my good
friend the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. GORDON), a member of the Sub-
committee on Space, I believe we have
a sound bill that will advance scientific
research, promote commercial and
privatized space efforts, and ensure the
United States’ role as a preeminent
player in the international space com-
munity.

I would like to especially commend
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) for
maintaining strict oversight through-
out the International Space Station
program and rightly criticizing the
participation by the Russian Space
Agency for some of the inefficiencies
that certainly they have been involved
in.

I am satisfied that this bill has been
stripped of pet projects that would
take away resources for critical sci-
entific research and development. By
increasing the total level of funding
above the President’s request, while at
the same time ensuring that NASA
continues to streamline and modernize
their operations, I am confident that
this bill will allow NASA to focus fund-
ing on advanced space research and ac-
tivities.

I believe this bill addresses NASA’s
critical priorities, such as space
science, life and microgravity sciences,
advanced space transportation tech-
nology, space shuttle safety and per-
formance upgrades and numerous edu-
cation programs. By opposing this
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amendment we are continuing the sci-
entific integrity of this important leg-
islation.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
the NASA Authorization Act and to op-
pose efforts which would burden NASA
by adding unnecessary and wasteful
projects to this bill.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today, of course, in strong support
of H.R. 1654, and I want to talk a little
about the amendments. This is an an-
nual matter, and I have such high re-
gard for the author, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER). I have said
so many times that this is another of
those situations where one likes the
author, but one cannot stand his
amendment. But I am getting used to
it, because we have voted on this day
in and day out, year in and year out.

I really think some of these amend-
ments are not all that bad. I would say
that to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER). It is kind of like in gun
control. I do not mind the waiting pe-
riod, I do not mind registering them,
but I know that the full intent is to
take them away from us. Here, these
amendments are steps in the direction
of losing the space station. We do not
want to do that. We cannot afford to do
that.

I am pleased that the International
Space Station and the space shuttle op-
erations are fully authorized at the
level as requested by NASA and this
legislation. I think they are entitled to
the respect of this committee because
some time ago the chairman of the
Committee on Science and I, working
together, minority and majority,
talked to the Administrator and told
him of our desire to cut down the
NASA expenditure and try to cut it by
say 25 or 30 percent. It seemed like the
words were used that if you do not cut
the budget here, you know how to cut
it because you know all of the rami-
fications of the budget. We know about
as much as we can know, but we will
either cut it with a baseball bat or you
cut it with a razor and do it in the
right manner so that NASA could still
operate.

I am happy to say that Mr. Goldin
did that and he cut that budget almost
34 percent, more than I think any other
budget percent-wise has been cut on
Capitol Hill.

So I would just say that NASA’s
space research has been cut, but they
are still operating, and it results in
products that improve our quality of
life, such as instruments that measure
bone density without penetrating the
skin, cardiac pacemakers, computer
readers for the vision impaired, smoke
detectors, voice-controlled wheel-
chairs, and the list goes on and on of
the accomplishments. And yes, the in-
spiration to the young school children

all over this country. If we cancel out
this space station, I would say we
would have than uprising from the
schools, from the intermediate schools
on up to the strongest higher education
levels that this Congress has never en-
visioned before. I say to my colleagues,
they would come alive.

We need to continue the research
that the space station could lead to,
the medical breakthroughs of com-
bating cancer, arthritis, diabetes, bal-
ance disorders, Alzheimer’s,
cardiopulmonary diseases and other af-
flictions that threaten our citizens.

We need this space station. We need
the hope that this space station holds
out. For those wasting away in cancer
wards as we speak, they have one thing
in their heart, and that one thing is
hope. I hope that this Congress will not
let them down and cut off the one oper-
ation that could deliver to them the
deliverance from the wards they lan-
guish in. They are entitled to that
hope.

Mr. Chairman, throughout America’s
rich history, there has always been
among the American people and its
leaders a deep and abiding belief in
that hope, and in that future, a belief
that we can and will continue to ac-
complish great feats and make great
discoveries. Space is our last frontier,
and NASA is the organization that pro-
vides the knowledge, the resources, the
heroes and the vehicles necessary for
space exploration.

This is important legislation, and
just as in the gun control thrust, they
will take several steps toward it that
look innocuous, but would take the
guns away and violate the amendment
to the Constitution that these people
rely on. This is the same situation. A
few amendments can cripple the space
station. We do not want to get to that
point. I think this legislation deserves
our support today.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support
of H.R. 1654, the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Act of 1999, and for the
important work that NASA has consistently ac-
complished as the world’s leader in space en-
deavors. As a longtime member of the
Science Committee, it has been gratifying to
see the progress that NASA continues to
make in streamlining its programs, controlling
its spending, while continuing to deliver good
results.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the Inter-
national Space Station and Space Shuttle op-
erations are fully authorized at the level re-
quested by NASA in this legislation. The
space station represents an investment in our
future and represents the combined hopes of
many nations that microgravity research in
space will have far-reaching benefits for our
people. Specifically, this legislation designates
slightly more than $1 billion over the next
three years for life and microgravity sciences
and applications.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, NASA’s space
research has already resulted in products that
improve our quality of life, such as instruments
that measure bone density without penetrating
the skin, cardiac pacemakers, computer-read-
ers for the vision-imparied, smoke detectors,

and voice-controlled wheelchairs. We continue
to hope that research on the Space Station
could lead to medical breakthroughs in com-
batting cancer, arthritis, diabetes, balance dis-
orders, Alzheimer’s, cardio-pulmonary dis-
eases and other afflictions that threaten our
citizens.

This legislation provides $6.9 billion for the
international space station and $9.6 billion for
space shuttle operations. The space station
began as a dream and still has its share of
critics. But through hard work, careful planning
and the financial commitment of many nations,
the space station dream is still very much
alive. This legislation will help keep it so.

Throughout America’s rich history, there has
always been among the American people and
its leaders a deep and abiding belief in our fu-
ture—a belief that we can and will continue to
accomplish great feats and make great discov-
eries. Space is our last frontier, and NASA is
the organization that provides the knowledge,
the resources, the heroes, and the vehicles
necessary for space exploration. This is impor-
tant legislation, Mr. Chairman, that deserves
our support today.

Mr. LoBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Roemer amendments, and I would like
to thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) again for being tenacious
with this particular issue.

We have heard an awful lot of debate
about the pros and cons of whether we
should move forward with the space
station. The reality is, if we had ideal
budget numbers, if we had all the
money available to us that we wanted
for seniors and veterans and for edu-
cation and environment, and a whole
host of other issues that we deal with,
then very possibly if we had all of that
money, then we could put money to-
wards this. But we do not. We have
limited resources, and if we look at the
reality and the facts of the space sta-
tion, of the numerous missed deadlines;
if we look at what the original cost es-
timates were: $8 billion, a lot of money
when that was first brought up, and
when we look at where it is now, $100
billion, that should speak volumes to
us. If we look at the space station as
what scientists are saying about it, and
we have many scientists who are say-
ing that this is not a good idea and we
should not move forward. If we look at
what NASA may have to be doing to
other very successful programs like
Voyager and the Mars mission and
space shuttles, and many of my col-
leagues are talking about the benefits
that we derive right here on Earth
from many of NASA’s projects, and I
agree with that, and I am as proud as
anyone in this House with the accom-
plishments that we have had with our
space programs.

Those same accomplishments can be
made without the space station. Those
dollars, those billions of dollars, $80
more billion that will have to be spent
on this is money that should be redi-
rected. If we look carefully and we un-
derstand what we are committing our-
selves to in the long run, we will under-
stand that the Roemer amendments
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make sense. The Roemer amendments
made sense last year and the year be-
fore, and I supported them very proud-
ly. I think they make even more sense
this year.

So once again, I will ask my col-
leagues to say that enough is enough,
to look at where we are and where we
need to go and to understand that the
right thing to do is to support the Roe-
mer amendments.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I support efforts
to explore space and believe the benefits to
high technology research and to the private
sector are vast. But I have grave concerns
about our space station program.

Mr. Speaker, we are facing a time of tight
budget caps, which I support. But these caps
force us to make some tough spending
choices. By making a decision now to cancel
the space station, we can fund other priority
areas within our discretionary budget.

In 1993, the Space Station was projected to
cost about $17.7 billion. The estimate has
risen to exceed more than $26 billion. The
price of this program continues to rise, while
the target completion date gets pushed later
and later.

The fact is, the space station is stripping
scarce funds from other valuable NASA pro-
grams.

I am excited about our recent successes in
exploring Mars through the Pathfinder and its
rover, Sojourner. It seems to me, we get much
more value for our dollar through ventures
such as this one, than we do from the space
station, given its excessive price tag.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
support of the Roemer/Sanford amendment. I
do not believe that we should be sending bil-
lions of dollars into space when we have so
many more urgent problems here on Earth.
On top of that, our Country is over $5.6 trillion
in debt.

When NASA proposed the space station
back in 1984, the project was to cost a total
of $8 billion. Since 1984, the space station
has been redesigned many times and the cost
estimates have skyrocketed.

Mr. Chairman, what does this mean for the
taxpayers? Well, it means they will be sinking
billions and billions more of their hard earned
money into this space station rat hole. We
have all heard many times that space is the
final frontier. I believe the space station is a
frivolous frontier. It is yet another example of
how the federal government cannot do any-
thing in an economical or efficient manner. In-
stead, many fat-cat government contractorsare
getting rich at the expense of the taxpayers.

I recently spoke on this floor about another
failed space venture, the Air Force’s Titan IV
program. There have been three failures in a
row for this program at a cost of over $3 bil-
lion. If we took all of this wasted money and
put it towards some of our ailing programs
such as Social Security, I believe our Country
would be much better off.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, this Country has
paid Russia, our partner, hundreds of millions
of dollars to participate. What have we gotten
from Russia in return? Well, we’ve got in-
creased costs because of Russian schedule
delays. Mr. Chairman, the United States has
enough of its own delays. We don’t need Rus-
sia’s help with that.

When this project was being debated in the
early 1990’s, a coalition of 14 leading scientific

groups came out against the space station
saying that they were especially disturbed that
the escalating costs in subsequent years
would drain money from other important sci-
entific projects.

According to the Congressional Research
Service, in 1993, NASA said the International
Space Station would cost $17.4 billion in re-
search and development through the end of
construction and it would spend no more than
$2.1 billion a year on the program. Today,
NASA’s estimate for research and develop-
ment is between $23 and $26 billion, depend-
ing on whether construction is completed in
2004 or October 2005.

Mr. Chairman, this is pitiful. I know of no
business that could stay in operation with
these types of overruns.

We have far too many more important pro-
grams here on Earth to justify sending all of
these billions into space. I would urge a yes
vote on the Roemer/Sanford amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 174, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) will
be postponed.

Are there further amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. ROEMER:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 221. CANCELLATION OF RUSSIAN PARTNER-

SHIP.
Not later than 90 days after the date of the

enactment of this Act, the Administrator
shall terminate all contracts and other
agreements with the Russian Government
necessary to remove the Russian Govern-
ment as a partner in the International Space
Station program. The National Aeronautics
and Space Administration shall not enter
into a new partnership with the Russian
Government relating to the International
Space Station. Nothing in this section shall
prevent the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration from accepting participation
by the Russian Government or Russian enti-
ties on a commercial basis. Nothing in this
section shall prevent the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration from pur-
chasing elements of the International Space
Station directly from Russian contractors.

In the table of contents, after the item re-
lating to section 220, insert the following:
Sec. 221. Cancellation of Russian partner-

ship.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to start with a quote from Winston
Churchill. He said, and I quote, ‘‘I can-
not forecast to you the action of Rus-
sia. It is a riddle wrapped in a mystery
inside an enigma, but perhaps there is
a key.’’

The key, Mr. Chairman, is to engage
the Russians, to exchange with the

Russians, to treat the Russians as an
equal partner and a friend, but not to
relegate our science programs to for-
eign policy welfare.

What we need to make sure we do,
Mr. Chairman, is work carefully with
the Russians, make sure we do edu-
cational exchanges and scientific ex-
changes, and make sure we continue to
work carefully and diplomatically with
the Russians on trying to craft the
right kind of peace agreement in
Kosovo for our troops, for NATO, for
the world, for the refugees. However,
we should not devise international
science programs that continually,
year after year, program after pro-
gram, fail, and result in increased
costs, increased burdens, increased
problems for NASA in trying to build
this International Space Station; in-
creased problems for the American tax-
payer when they have to foot the bill of
the cost overruns and the delays com-
ing from Russia.

b 1400
This is not a partnership. It is a for-

eign policy pork barrel project.
One of my colleagues said, the part-

nership between the United States and
the Russians deserves every chance to
succeed. But after 6 years, after we
were told by the administrator at
NASA that their partnership would
save the taxpayer $2 billion, we now
find ourselves 6 years later with a $4
billion price tag that the American
taxpayer has to foot.

It did not save us money, it is costing
us money, and it is delaying when we
wanted to launch the International
Space Station. Instead of launching it
in 2002 or 2003, it is now looking at 2004,
2005, 2006.

Each time we see a delay from one of
our partners, in this case, the Russians,
that adds to the costs for the United
States. That adds to the burden of the
NASA engineers, the NASA personnel,
trying to do their job on the Space Sta-
tion which they were contracted to do,
and now they are doing the Russian
jobs. It is not fair. It is not right.

Now, this amendment is not an anti-
Russian amendment, it is not a sev-
ering of ties with Russia amendment.
We have given this partnership in
science 6 years and several billions of
dollars to succeed.

I strongly advocate continued part-
nership with Russia in a host of areas.
Russia and China continue to be the
United States’ two key bilateral rela-
tionships in foreign policy.

This is not an amendment to bash
the Russians. This is an amendment on
an international science program to
make sure that when we do a memo-
randum of understanding with another
country, that they can continue to
contribute science, they continue to
contribute their expertise, they con-
tinue to contribute money and pay for
their fair share, and not allow the
United States to take up the full bur-
den.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment also
is reasonable. It reads, and I encourage
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my colleagues to read the amendment,
it does terminate all contracts and
other agreements with the Russian
government necessary to remove the
Russian government as a partner in the
International Space Station, but it
goes on to say, ‘‘Nothing in this section
shall prevent NASA from accepting
participation by the Russian govern-
ment or Russian entities on a commer-
cial basis. Nothing in this section shall
prevent NASA from purchasing ele-
ments of the International Space Sta-
tion directly from Russian contrac-
tors.’’

So my reading of that would be that
if the service module is ready to go,
that the United States could directly
purchase that from contractors, but
the relationship needs to be redefined.
I would hope that my distinguished
chairman in the majority would agree
with this amendment and we could
move on to the next amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased, for once,
to support, in the spirit of bipartisan-
ship, a Roemer amendment on the
Space Station. What this amendment
does is that it kicks the Russian gov-
ernment out of the partnership, but it
allows NASA to make contracts with
Russian aerospace contractors or the
Russian space agency, which is a gov-
ernment entity, and thus makes Russia
and its aerospace firms a subcontractor
rather than a partner.

Mr. Chairman, I supported bringing
Russia into the partnership when it oc-
curred 6 years ago because I thought it
would save money, it would bring the
Space Station on line earlier, and allow
the United States and the other part-
ners to take advantage of Russia’s tre-
mendous expertise in constructing
spacecraft as well as in long-term
human space flight.

Unfortunately, this arrangement has
not worked out as everyone had hoped.
The time has come for a redefinition of
the arrangement. Six years ago the ad-
ministration promised that Russia
would not be in the critical path. It
said that Russia would be in an en-
hancing and not an enabling role.

Unfortunately, Russia is in the crit-
ical path. Whose fault it is, I do not
know, and it is not relevant at this
time. But every funding and every con-
struction deadline that Russia has set
for itself and agreed to its other part-
ners with since 1996 has been missed by
the Russians. They are 100 percent in
not living up to their agreements, and
that has cost the American taxpayers a
lot of money.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER) has said it costs the American
taxpayers $4 billion. I would say it cost
$5 billion. The time to prevent further
hemorrhaging because of Russia’s re-
peated defaults is at hand, and the Roe-
mer amendment proposes to do so.

The last promise that Russia broke
was at the end of last month. It broke
its promise to decide by April to

deorbit the Mir Space Station if it did
not come up with outside funding to
support Mir by April 30. Russia did not
come up with the funding, and it has
not decided to deorbit Mir.

It is obvious that Russia cannot af-
ford two space stations. If Mir stays
up, it will not have the money to fulfill
its further agreements for the Inter-
national Space Station. The Russians
made that decision, and it is time for
the American Congress to respond in
kind. By removing Russia as a partner
but not as a contractor, we can still
get the benefits of the international co-
operation that the administration
seeks.

Russia has played the role of con-
tractor successfully. It has been a mis-
erable failure in being a partner with
the United States, Canada, Japan, and
the European space agency.

Two years ago when the NASA au-
thorization bill was on the floor of the
House, the House approved a bill that
contained the Sensenbrenner-Brown
amendment, which required NASA to
develop a plan to remove Russia from
the critical path. The CAV task force
appointed by the NASA administrator
recommended eliminating long-term
dependence on Russia in its April, 1998,
report by developing an independent
U.S. propulsion capability. NASA
echoed those recommendations in a
July, 1998, briefing to the White House.

At that time, the White House re-
jected the task force and NASA rec-
ommendations, but later reversed
itself. NASA has initiated long-lead
procurements for an independent pro-
pulsion capability in fiscal 1999. Their
fiscal 2000 request does include funding
for an independent U.S. propulsion ca-
pability, but NASA has not signed a
contract to develop this capability,
which is still in its study phase.

I would just like to point out that
the American people are also fed up
with Russia’s defaults. Florida Today
took an online poll. Only 22 percent of
those surveyed wanted to keep Russia
as a partner. Thirty-two percent want-
ed to end Russia’s partnership, and 46
percent wanted to reduce Russia’s role
but not kick it out of the program
completely.

The Roemer amendment does what
the 32 percent and the 46 percent of the
people in the Space Coast and Florida
want to see done, and I would urge its
adoption.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this
amendment, this amendment that has
had no hearings within our committee.
This amendment would force NASA to
kick the Russians out of the Space Sta-
tion program with no consideration of
the potential cost or schedule con-
sequences for the United States that
will result from such action, and with
no consultation or negotiation with
our 16 international partners in this
multilateral cooperative program, each
of whom have their own financial stake
in the Space Station program.

Instead, this amendment would have
the United States take unilateral ac-
tion that could damage our relations
with our existing international part-
ners and do real damage to the Space
Station program itself.

Once again, let me remind this body
that two segments, the first two seg-
ments of the Space Station have been
launched and are now in orbit. I think
this amendment has a real risk of both
wasting that particular investment and
doing away with the potential benefits
in the future. So for those reasons, I
oppose this amendment.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I suspect that alarms
are going off all over down at Foggy
Bottom right now, but I rise in support
of this amendment. My colleague, the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. GOR-
DON) who just spoke said that this
amendment has had no hearings in the
Committee on Science. That is tech-
nically correct, but the whole issue of
the number of times that the Russians
have let us down has been debated, dis-
cussed, and talked about in the Com-
mittee on Science again and again and
again.

There is an old German expression
that says, fool me once, shame on you;
fool me twice, shame on me. The ex-
pression does not even go on beyond
that, but the truth of the matter is we
have been fooled again and again and
again by the Russians. It is time for
this Congress to send a clear statement
that we are tired of this gamesmanship
that is being played by the Russians
and by NASA.

I think this is a good amendment. I
hope that colleagues on both sides of
the aisle will join us in support of this,
because this is the only way we are
once and for all going to say to our
Russian partners that either they play
by the agreement that they made, or
they do not play at all. And the Roe-
mer amendment is even better than
that because it allows us to continue to
contract with those contractors who
are willing to live up to their end of
the bargain.

This is a good amendment, it is a
timely amendment. It may not have
been formally discussed in our com-
mittee, but the whole issue of Russian
participation has been debated, dis-
cussed, ad nauseum in the Committee
on Science. It is a good amendment. I
am happy to support it.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) as well,
when I was on the Committee on
Science for almost 8 years we struggled
through NASA’s issues and other Com-
mittee on Science issues together. I
have enjoyed the give and take and op-
portunities to work with the Members,
but I have to say with this Roemer
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amendment, I have to oppose the chair-
man of the committee and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) as
well.

The spring is here. The Space Station
issue is here. We have the Roemer
amendments. Make no mistake about
it, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) wants to kill the
Space Station program. He wants to
cap it, he wants to wound it, he wants
to damage it any way he can.

We have been through this process
year after year after year in the com-
mittee, on the floor of the House. We
have had a fair fight. The issues have
been presented. Why do we not say,
enough is enough? Why do we not get
off the NASA employees’ backs?

Mr. Chairman, I urge especially the
freshmen who have not been through
this process before to listen to the de-
bate today and look at the history of
this House’s involvement in this de-
bate, and to recognize that the respon-
sible thing to do is to get on with the
enormous investment that we have
made.

Speaking to the Russian issue, and
that issue is a troublesome issue, and I
know many Members here have strug-
gled with that issue, but the Inter-
national Space Station is a multi-
national project. It was intended when
it was first proposed in 1984 by Presi-
dent Reagan to involve the Inter-
national community.

We have legal agreements that we
have to be concerned about that the
Russians were involved in. If we today
say that the House is going to decide
that we do not want the Russians in-
volved, then we are interfering with
those legal agreements, as well.

Again, make no mistake about it, if
this amendment passes or is accepted
this will damage or kill the Space Sta-
tion program. So I feel like I have to
rise today in strong opposition to this,
one of three Roemer amendments, and
especially to remind my colleagues
that what we are talking about today
is a responsible investment in NASA, a
responsible investment in the Inter-
national Space Station program. There
is a way to end the Russian involve-
ment and end it responsibly, but this is
not the way to do it today. Do not fall
for this amendment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER). I just
would advise those people reading the
official CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of this
procedure to note that I have used the
words, I rise in support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER), which is just another
miracle, as has happened here today.

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER) has been very persistent over
the years, but on this particular
amendment we should not ignore the
fact that we may disagree with him on
some things, but that he in this amend-

ment is offering us a position that the
Committee on Science and certainly
the Subcommittee on Space has ap-
proved of for a long time.

This message by the Roemer amend-
ment is not aimed at the Russians. We
are not sending the Russians a message
here. The Russians were sent that mes-
sage by us a long time ago. This is a
message to our own State Department
and this administration to start paying
attention to what this Congress is
doing and what we are saying about
how this project and other projects
should be approached.

b 1415

This administration has ignored us
time and time again on the issue of
how to deal with the Russians in con-
nection with the Space Station pro-
gram. The Committee on Science, al-
though not having specific hearings on
this issue, has addressed this issue on
numerous occasions, and we have ex-
pressed our strong desire that the Rus-
sians, as the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER) stated, be
treated, not as partners, but instead as
subcontractors.

The concept of the Russians as part-
ners in Space Station, which made
sense in the beginning, before we knew
what chaos that the Russians were
going to have to go through in the
aftermath of the Cold War, makes no
sense now that we know the limita-
tions, the severe economic limitations
of the current Russian government.

The Russians cannot afford to be
partners in the Space Station program.
I remember saying that probably 3 or 4
years ago. Yet, the administration pro-
ceeded without any regard to what
Congress was saying and what we were
trying to insist upon and continued
with this idea with the Russians as
partners. If we would have proceeded
instead with Russians as subcontrac-
tors, we could, as the Roemer amend-
ment is suggesting now, simply pay
those subcontractors for what they
have produced and get on with the pro-
gram.

So, that is number one. This mistake
was made, and it has turned out to be
a costly mistake by the administration
but it is based on the idea, on foreign
policy considerations, not on NASA
and Space Station considerations.

Secondly, let me suggest this. We
have said over and over again that the
Russians should not be in the critical
path. I can remember many statements
by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER) admon-
ishing the administration, whatever
you do, do not put us in the path where
the Russians can prevent the success of
the Space Station.

It is time we get them out of the crit-
ical path. It is time we make sure that
we are defining this in a very respon-
sible way. But NASA has ignored this
committee. Again, it is not NASA that
is ignoring the committee, it goes
straight up to the very top of the ad-
ministration, which has been making

irresponsible decisions in terms of our
relationship with Russia. This is prob-
ably paramount in that decision-mak-
ing process, which is a flawed decision-
making process.

With that said, let me admit that
this Congressman in the very begin-
ning supported the idea of having a co-
operative relationship with Russia. I
certainly do not fault the administra-
tion with, number one, good intentions
and a defensible strategy in the begin-
ning. But in order to protect the tax-
payers when a strategy has gone wrong
and when it seems that there are inter-
vening circumstances that prevent
that strategy from being successful,
the administration, like everybody
else, especially in the private sector
but also people in government, have to
admit the strategy can no longer suc-
ceed, and change the strategy.

Unfortunately, those of us again who
supported the idea of cooperation in
the beginning have found that, while
we recognize the strategy had to
change or it was going to cost the tax-
payer tens of billions of dollars, the ad-
ministration refused to change. We re-
fused to change because of perhaps
some face-saving concept, if we are
going to save face for our Russian
friends, and certainly the Russian gov-
ernment needs that type of moral sup-
port, but we should not be trying to
give the Russian government moral
support at the cost of tens of billions of
dollars. That is what has happened
here.

So while I believe the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) probably is
motivated on his other two amend-
ments to just try to kill the Space Sta-
tion, I think that his amendment at
this point is justified. I support it.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, Deputy Secretary of
State Talbott, not the NASA adminis-
trator, signed a multinational agree-
ment for the United States, estab-
lishing a framework, the legal frame-
work for the national Space Station in
1998. This multilateral agreement in-
volves major commitments by 15 coun-
tries and represents more than a space
facility, but a political commitment by
these countries to work together on a
major civilian project.

To terminate Russia’s participation
in the International Space Station
would jeopardize the United States’
ability in the future to work toward a
common end with the same set of coun-
tries, friends and allies on large scale
projects.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask the gentleman from Texas,
what is the penalty of that multilat-
eral agreement if any of the partners
does not fulfill its agreed-upon obliga-
tions?
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Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I would assume that
we would be out of the Space Station.
I think that we would probably be
made to take our tools and go home,
and we would lose the billions of dol-
lars that we have spent.

This does not make sense to me as an
amendment for what we are trying to
do in building a relationship with other
nations and at the same time accom-
plish science that we believe in.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, how many defaults of the Rus-
sians is the gentleman from Texas will-
ing to accept? They have already cost
us $5 billion. How many more and how
much money is the gentleman willing
to agree for cost overruns caused by
the Russians not fulfilling their obliga-
tions?

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I fully understand
that we have difficulties. We expected
to have a challenge when we started
building this Space Station. It is unfor-
tunate that we have problems with the
Russian government. But if we take ac-
tion that jeopardizes our own ability to
participate in this project, not only do
we do harm to our other friends while
we are trying to do harm to the Rus-
sians, we take ourselves out of it and
we lose a significant commitment, a
significant investment that we have
made.

I want to point out another thing in
the bill. In the very first few sentences
of the amendment of the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), it says
that the administrator shall terminate
all contracts. Then a little bit further
down the page, it says ‘‘Nothing in this
section shall prevent the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration ac-
cepting participation by the Russian
government or Russian entities on a
commercial basis.’’ That conflicts
within itself.

This is not a good amendment. It is
not one we should be considering here
today because it has the potential of
defeating the International Space Sta-
tion, dissolving our partnership, cost-
ing us the billions of dollars that we
have invested and that we have a hope
that will give us something in our fu-
ture.

Termination of the International
Space Station multinational agree-
ment will impose termination costs on
all our partners. Termination would be
programmatically expensive to the
United States. It would result in major
objections from our international part-
ners, given their independent agree-
ments with the government of Russia.

The Russian Space Station has an in-
extricable involvement in the Space
Station program as a representative of
the Russian government. It would be
difficult to exclude their space agency
from negotiations, should NASA be re-
quired to contract with Russian indus-

try. I do not know how the commercial
wording within the language of the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
would work.

The participation of the Russian gov-
ernment in the Space Station has
never been more important, not only to
contribute money to the project, but
also to ensure the political stability in
a troubled country. As long as the
United States can keep some kind of
good working relationship with the
Russian government, we can rest a lit-
tle easier during this political turmoil
that is going on there.

Our Russian partners have difficulty
feeding its people. I admire their com-
mitment to try to complete this long-
term space project. From what my
Russian friends and colleagues tell me,
contributing capital and human re-
sources to the Space Station is a tre-
mendous source of pride among the
Russian people. It is one reason why
the government continues its commit-
ment.

So as a representative of the United
States Government and industry, I be-
lieve we have to do all that we can to
encourage the Russians to maintain
their involvement with the Space Sta-
tion, and I would ask that my col-
leagues not support this amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. I, too, like the chair-
men of the full committee and the sub-
committee, have expressed some very,
very serious concerns regarding the
management on the part of the Clinton
administration and the NASA adminis-
trator regarding these continuing on-
going delays with the Russians. None-
theless, I do not feel that this amend-
ment, as it is currently crafted, is the
proper way for us to address this prob-
lem.

I have several concerns. As I under-
stand my reading of this amendment,
should this be enacted into law, there
would be nothing that would prevent
the Russians from essentially charging
us $200 million, for example, to deliver
the service module on orbit, or sub-
stantially more sums of money. As I
understand it, that is the cost of the
service module. If we add on the cost of
launching it, I think the way this thing
is crafted, it could not only put the
Space Station program but, as well,
the American taxpayers in a very, very
precarious position.

Additionally, I would like to also
comment on the fact that as I under-
stand the legal language of the inter-
national agreement, that we as the
United States do not have the author-
ity to discharge one particular partner
from the international agreement. Es-
sentially the only options that are
available to us under the existing law
would be for us to remove ourselves
from the International Space Station,
and therefore we would thus no longer
be in partnership with some of our
more reliable partners, such as the

Japanese, the Canadians, and the Euro-
peans.

So in summary, though I think the
intent of this amendment is a good one
and that I share the concerns of the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER),
and as well I share the concerns of my
very esteemed colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), the committee chairman,
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER), the subcommittee
chairman, I feel that this amendment,
the way that it is crafted, it is a bad
amendment. It is impossible to imple-
ment and as well could ultimately, the
end result, lead to significantly in-
creased costs to the American tax-
payers.

Then for that reason I would highly
encourage all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, not only those who
support our manned space flight pro-
gram and the Space Station program
but as well those who support fiscal re-
sponsibility, to reject this amendment.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
against this amendment. For many
years we have been cooperating with
Russia. There is perhaps nothing more
important in our space program than
the symbol that it has for all of man
and womankind, the chance to show
two former adversaries working to-
gether.

Now, as we have a conflict in the Bal-
kans, would be the worst possible time
to slap the Russians. More impor-
tantly, this would be the worst possible
time to have thousands of Russian sci-
entists capable of building ballistic
missiles suddenly unemployed as a re-
sult of a deliberately political and de-
liberately hostile action of this House
against Russia, motivated, some would
say, by a hostility toward the Vice
President who played such a creative
and important role in negotiating with
Russia.

Clearly, the most cost effective way
for us to explore space is to do it to-
gether, not in a race against Russia but
in a race against the hostilities that
can build up between countries, in a
race to achieve peace and a race to
achieve a working together with the
only other nation to send men and
women into space.

So I speak not only for an efficient
space program but also for a lessening
of international tensions when I rise
against this amendment.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I would just like to rise to suggest that
the level of debate was just brought
down, and I resent it. I just want to put
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this on the record. We need not to dis-
cuss these issues and every time we
have a disagreement, relate political
motives to each other. I for one am a
little bit disgusted that every time I
have a disagreement, not every time
but often enough on this floor, that we
end up saying, if we disagree with
somebody over there, all of a sudden we
are being political because we are op-
posing something the administration
wants to do.

I would inform my colleague that
this amendment was presented by a
Democrat. This is a Democrat amend-
ment. This is by the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), who has strong
support, I imagine strong close ties to
the Vice President. In fact, before the
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) brought up the issue, I do not re-
call the Vice President’s name being
brought into this debate. In fact, I re-
member specifically stating that I per-
sonally supported this tactic and this
strategy of working with the Russians
in the beginning, but that the adminis-
tration had not then shifted with the
times and adjusted its strategy accord-
ing to the current situation in Russia.
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So I would suggest to my good friend,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
SHERMAN), that instead of trying to be-
little other people or call into question
our motives that he quit saying that
we are being political and stick to the
issues. And I just personally resent the
fact there were implications in his
words that we were over here trying to
make political hay out of this.

I was interested in this Russian issue
long before this administration became
this administration.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALVERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve that in my remarks I simply stat-
ed that it would be unfortunate if that
were to be the motivation of anyone in
this House. I believe that my colleague
is referring to only a single phrase in a
speech that was not as brief as I wish it
was. And I think that my colleague can
join with me in believing that all of us
should cast a vote for what is in the
best interests of the space program and
what is in the best interests of our re-
lations with Moscow without being col-
ored by any concerns about any polit-
ical matter.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 174, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. ROE-
MER:

Amend section 101 to read as follows:
SEC. 101. INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for the International Space Sta-
tion, for expenses necessary to terminate the
program, for fiscal year 2000, $500,000,000.

In section 106(1), strike ‘‘$13,625,600,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$11,642,900,000’’.

In section 106(2), strike ‘‘$13,747,100,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$11,919,100,000’’.

In section 106(3), strike ‘‘$13,839,400,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$12,248,490,100’’.

In section 121(a), strike ‘‘sections 101,’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘sections’’.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I will
be brief since we have been talking
about the Space Station now for sev-
eral hours.

This amendment is cosponsored by
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SANFORD), the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).
It is a bipartisan amendment.

It is also supported by the National
Taxpayers Union, the Citizens Against
Waste, the Taxpayers for Common
Sense, the Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy, and the Concord Coalition.

Mr. Chairman, there have been times
when I brought this amendment to the
floor in the past couple of years when
we have had four or five cosponsors on
the bill and, quite frankly, I was not
sure we would get more votes than
those four or five cosponsors, having
come within one vote of defeating the
Space Station back in 1993 on a 215–214
vote.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that
the facts and the overruns and the inef-
ficiencies continue to build up in our
favor, yet the votes continue to go in
the other direction for canceling the
Space Station.

I want to remind my colleagues that
this Space Station was first designed
back in 1984 and the projected cost, Mr.
Chairman, was $8 billion. And my col-
leagues might say, for $8 billion and
eight scientific missions, including
platforms to help us understand the en-
vironment of the Earth that would be
put on the Space Station, a repair
weigh station on the Space Station to
help us with satellites, the Space Sta-
tion would be used as a stepping stone
to help us go and explore other planets.

We had eight scientific missions for
this grandiose Space Station. That was
1984. Today is 1999. We are down to one
mission. We do not have any of those
platforms left. We do not have any of
those scientific missions left except,
basically, studying the effects of gravi-
tation on men and women in space.

Now, maybe the symbol of some
international cooperation and science,
maybe the symbol of a Space Station

up in orbit above the Earth is some-
thing important for $8 billion. But that
cost, Mr. Chairman, has gone from $8
billion to now the General Accounting
Office estimates in their reports $98
billion to launch it, to assemble it, to
control it once it is up in space. $98 bil-
lion.

Now, I guess, Mr. Chairman, that if
this were a welfare program, this would
have been canceled a long time ago, or
if this was a food stamp program that
had gone up $90 billion over what it
cost, it would have been canceled. But
it is a jobs program and it has been put
together with Machiavellian type po-
litical science in a lot of districts, al-
though three States get about 80 per-
cent of the contracts.

So I do not think, Mr. Chairman, this
is a good deal for science. This is not
fair to the rest of the great things that
NASA does in its budget. This does not
live up to the hopes and the dreams
and the glory of the wonderful things
that NASA has accomplished in the
past, whether it was putting a man on
the Moon, whether it was putting to-
gether the Hubble telescope, whether it
was designing Pathfinder and putting
it on Mars for $263 million on budget,
on time, on schedule. And the Amer-
ican people got excited about it. They
could not wait to ask, ‘‘What did we
find today on Mars?’’ Budget efficient,
fair to the rest of the budget. And
NASA still allowed us to invest in aer-
onautics.

So I think, hopefully, we will vote for
the Roemer amendment to fence the
money, to be accountable for $38 billion
of Space Station. If my colleagues can-
not vote for that, the second amend-
ment is to remove the Russians from
the critical path and still allow com-
mercial enterprise and exchange be-
tween the two countries.

And thirdly, my preference would be
to cancel the Space Station, to move
on, to not let our dreams be suspended
100 miles above Earth in technology
that was designed 15 years ago. Let us
dream about Mars. Let us dream about
going back to the Moon. Let us dream
big dreams like we are capable of,
NASA.

I hope to get support on my amend-
ments.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
opposition to this bold attempt to
ground the International Space Sta-
tion. Now, this program, in my opin-
ion, is vital to developing new tech-
nology and new medicines for the next
century.

This great land was discovered be-
cause of the courage of explorers who
refused to let obstacles get in the way
of their vision. Today, 500 years later,
we talk of cutting exploration to the
last frontier at a critical time when
our budgets and our vision are already
shrinking. Such a miscalculation not
only cuts away at the future, it is a di-
rect attack on the American spirit.
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At its very core, the American spirit

is based on adventure and fighting ad-
versity despite the odds. We should
thank God that Christopher Columbus
was not tied to the short-sighted con-
straints of a U.S. Congress afraid of
risks and shy of discovery.

Discovery of new cures for disease is
only one field of many fields where
space exploration has paid off. Medical
innovation and further experimen-
tation in space cannot be allowed to
wither away. Instead of allowing our
imagination to fade, we should raise
our sights to the expectation of new
strides in science and new leaps in
technology.

We have come so far, there is abso-
lutely no excuse to turn around now.
With over $20 billion already invested,
there is simply no justification for
wasting funds that have been spent de-
veloping this Space Station to this
date.

Despite what the adversaries of this
program contend, this Space Station is
actually on schedule and within its
budget.

Now, not so long ago, a president of
the United States challenged Ameri-
cans to test their dreams and wagered
that America could reach the Moon by
the end of the decade. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, almost 40 years later the same
country is trying to cut its losses in
space because it is afraid of failure.
Well, we cannot be afraid to fail. We
cannot be afraid to experiment, and we
must be determined to stick with this
program.

So I just urge my colleagues to con-
tinue to support the International
Space Station and vote against cutting
and killing the Space Station.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I also rise to shock the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) be-
cause I rise to echo the comments of
the distinguished gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TOM DELAY).

Mr. Chairman, when Columbus set
sail, about two-thirds of the way into
his journey a group of the sailors rose
and urged that the project be defunded
and that they return to Spain. We
would not be standing here today if
that amendment had not been defeated,
just as we must defeat the amendment
before us now.

The Space Station gives us a chance
to build bridges to other countries, one
in particular of which was our former
adversary. It helps us build our own
aerospace industry, which is the lead-
ing source of American exports.

In my own district, we are developing
batteries for the Space Station in a
way that may well lead to break-
throughs for an electric automobile so
critical to the air quality of the most
air-quality challenged city in America.
Just as important is the research that
can be done only in space on so many
diseases, such as cancer, diabetes,
AIDS, and influenza.

This Space Station, of course, is a co-
operative project, including some 16

nations. Those other nations have con-
tributed already $5 billion to this ef-
fort. Today, 250 miles above the Earth,
already circle the first elements of the
Space Station, Zarya and Unity, one
from Russia, one from the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, America belongs in
space. Humankind belongs in space.
And I can think of nothing worse that
we can do at the beginning of a new
millennium than defund the Space Sta-
tion. That is why I urge all of our col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, let me associate my-
self with the remarks of the gentleman
from California, with one exception. I
doubt that those sailors on Columbus’
boats would have advocated defunding
that mission because that meant they
would not have been paid when they
got back to Spain.

But other than that, I think the ar-
gument of the gentleman had a lot of
merit, and I would hope that the com-
mittee and the House would not be
fooled by the opponent’s scare tactics.

The ground-based flight hardware is
82 percent complete. If we adopt this
amendment of the gentleman from In-
diana, that hardware will not go to
orbit but will end up in museums
around the country as an exhibit of
Congress’ foolishness in defunding the
program when it was close to comple-
tion.

The flight hardware for the next six
flights is already at the Kennedy Space
Center being ready for launch. We
American taxpayers have invested $20
billion so far in this project. If the
amendment of the gentleman from In-
diana were adopted, that money would
go right down the drain. And that is a
pretty tough sell to tell our taxpayers
that we made a $20 billion mistake.
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I would hope that this amendment
would be rejected and rejected by the
same overwhelming margins that have
occurred in the last several votes on
this topic.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the comments of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY). I
believe the Space Station offers numer-
ous benefits, spin-off technologies in
medicine, in engineering, in transpor-
tation, in energy, in environment.
Every year this Congress goes through
this debate, it gives us an opportunity
to affirm the benefits that station has.

The station also has another benefit.
That is the intangible but real benefit
of international cooperation. It has
given us an opportunity to create a
platform for participation and coopera-
tion with the Russians. At this very
moment, while the entire world teeters

at the edge of a larger war in the Bal-
kans, we are reaching out to the Rus-
sians to ask them for help. Let it not
be forgotten that this very moment,
when the Russian leadership has
changed, at this very moment Russia is
looking for the hand of cooperation to
bring about peace.

This is not the time to kill this
project which serves as a basis for co-
operation with the Russians and other
countries. This is a time to say that we
need more projects which enable inter-
national cooperation and we need more
projects that can put us in a peaceful,
productive, cooperative relationship
with Russia. We need Russia’s help in
building peace in this world. We do not
need to slap Russia’s hand on the Space
Station. We need Russia to work with
us in making this project work. We
also need to work with them in making
this project work and in building a
framework for peace around the world.

Mr. Chairman, I want to indicate my
strong support for the Space Station
and my strong support for the benefits
of the Space Station, and my strong
support for continuing the relationship
with Russia on this project and con-
tinuing this project as a basis for pur-
suing peace throughout the world.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Today I hope that as we are dis-
cussing the Space Station and we get
into this last area of debate, that we
take note that there is one person who
is usually with us, who has been with
us over the years and been an integral
part of this debate, who is not with us
today, whom we miss and we hope he is
watching over C-SPAN. If he is not, we
hope he is reading the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, but we would all like to send
our very best wishes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BROWN), the
former chairman.

The gentleman from California has
been a great boon to all of us in the
Committee on Science. He has provided
us an institutional memory over his
many long years of service. During
those many years, the gentleman from
California has been a strong supporter
of the International Space Station. In
debates like this, he quite often has
gotten up and reminded us of the long-
term perspective and where we have
been and where we are going, and has
certainly done a great service to his
country in that he has provided us the
type of wisdom that is necessary for us
to not only start projects like this but
to complete projects like this.

We hope that the gentleman from
California is watching after he has
gone through, I understand, a heart op-
eration. All of us send our very, very
warm regards to him. I think that as
we vote now on the Space Station, on
these amendments, and I hope the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) will
not take this badly, but I hope that we
keep the gentleman from California in
mind because he has been such a strong
supporter.
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Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the

gentleman from Indiana.
Mr. ROEMER. I appreciate my friend

from California yielding. I just want to
join him in his heartfelt remarks to my
good friend and my colleague and my
former chairman and my ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from California. I
understand he is doing well. He had a
new valve put in his heart. He is recov-
ering quickly and fully, I understand.

We not only miss his great expertise
in these areas, we miss his wonderful
and glowing sense of humor. We wish
him Godspeed to get back here quickly
and help us through some of these dif-
ficult dilemmas, even though he and I
disagree on this issue.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time, the gentleman from California
was the head of the committee for
many years as I was a member of the
minority at that time. If there is any-
thing that has inspired me to try my
very best not to be partisan, but to try
to reach out and find areas of com-
promise and try to be nice and kind
and fair to Members who are now no
longer in the majority, it is the way he
treated us during that entire time.

There was no one who treated people
more fairly and honestly in any com-
mittee than the gentleman from Cali-
fornia did. We remember that now. It
gives us a standard by which to judge
our own behavior, a man who kept a
very good spirit, even when there were
spirited debates. We had honest dis-
agreements under his leadership. Cer-
tainly we have a lot of honest disagree-
ments because we come from minor po-
litical differences. By the way, our dif-
ferences, even in the most adversarial
parts of the discussion of any issue in
this Congress, our differences are so
minuscule compared to those things
that separate other people in other
countries who are killing themselves
and such.

Here we have certain programs like
the space program that binds us to-
gether as Democrats and Republicans
and helps ensure that we all under-
stand that there is a big picture, that
this is not the administration’s space
program or a Republican or a Demo-
crat space program, this is America’s
space program, and that we have hon-
estly tried, and I know that there has
been some friction here, to ensure that
all sides feel that they are part of the
decision-making process even when
there is a disagreement. Let us keep
that in mind, especially, and keep the
gentleman from California in mind, be-
cause when he was chairman we cer-
tainly operated in that spirit.

As we go to this vote on the Space
Station, I would hope that we do so,
and there are some votes, I am siding
with the gentleman from Indiana on
one and opposing him on several, that
we do so in this bipartisan spirit. I
apologize if I got a little testy earlier
when I thought the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN) was sug-
gesting that we had other motives.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to whole-
heartedly concur with the gentleman
from Indiana and the gentleman from
California’s kind remarks concerning
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN). He will always be known for
his humor and his expertise and his
fairness. But let me again point out, he
is doing very well. He is up and about,
active, and will be back here soon to
bring all those same skills to us.

If I could shift gears just a moment
and go back to the amendment at
hand, which is to kill the Space Sta-
tion, I think we are all aware of the ex-
pression, ‘‘same song, second verse.’’
This is the same second, 22nd verse, or
more.

Let me just quickly again remind the
Members that two sections of this
Space Station have already been put in
orbit. Most all the hardware is on the
ground ready to go into orbit. If this
amendment passes, those billions of
dollars of investment will be wasted, as
well as wasting the potential of the
good work of the Space Station.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment, because it seems to
me that what this amendment is about
is the very simple theme of putting
good money after bad. The reason I say
that is that if you were $2,000 into a hy-
pothetical $10,000 investment and then
all of a sudden that $10,000 investment
began to look very iffy, would you in-
vest the other $8,000 if it was your own
money? I think most of us would not.

That is exactly where we are with
this Space Station. We are $20 billion
in, but we still have another $80 billion
to go. Would you really go that dis-
tance if it begins to look iffy, which is
what basically the scientific commu-
nity has said? Put another way, if you
were $200 toward fixing your car in a,
quote, $1,000 repair job but then it
turned out the $1,000 repair job would
not get you there, would you put in the
other $800? I do not think most of us
would.

That fundamentally is what this
amendment is all about. There is a big
hole down in south Texas where there
was going to be a supercolliding super
conductor, yet in the end that project
was found wanting and people said,
‘‘Let’s not continue to fund it.’’ This is
something that is done all day long in
people’s homes. It is something that is
done all day long in businesses. Busi-
nesses have start-ups, they venture
out, check it out, see if it is going to
work and then if it does not look good,
they retreat. We can do that in govern-
ment, too. So, one, fundamentally, this
is what that amendment is about.

Two, why is it putting good money
after bad? It is putting good money
after bad because first of all there is a
tremendous amount of uncertainty in
this project. As has already been men-

tioned, this is not the American Space
Station, this is the International Space
Station.

As we all know, there is a lot of un-
certainty in Russia right now. Yeltsin
seems to be running through prime
ministers on a fairly regular basis.
There are a whole host of other prob-
lems within this country. Is this the
kind of subcontractor you want in a
business deal? I know of no contractor,
whether in Charleston, whether in
Houston, whether in Los Angeles, who
would go out and depend on a subcon-
tractor that was iffy. That is exactly
what we have in this project.

Therefore, would you risk $100 bil-
lion—or $100—of your own money if it
was that kind of setup? In fact, it was
the independent Chabrow report that
last year said it is costing us between
$100 and $250 million for each month
that the assembly is delayed. That is
what this subcontractor is costing us. I
think it points to the uncertainty of
this overall project.

Two, the reason I think it is putting
good money after bad is that the sci-
entific value so far has proved to be
very, very limited. Because it is lim-
ited, we have to set priorities. Nobody
wants to set priorities, but that is fun-
damentally what our role is about here
in government. Indeed, we have got a
lot of priorities in government. You
could buy 40 B–2s, you could buy a bay
full of aircraft carriers, you could buy
a whole lot of books or computers for
education. You could do a lot of other
things with this money.

That is why the National Taxpayers
Union supports this amendment. That
is why Citizens Against Government
Waste supports this amendment. In
fact, I have here a stack of different ar-
ticles that point to again the question-
able nature of, quote, the scientific
value of what is being talked about
with Space Station, which is the rea-
son it would be up there in the first
place.

Indeed, the American Society for Cell
Biology declared that crystallography
experiments in microgravity have
made no serious contribution to anal-
ysis of protein structures or the devel-
opment of new pharmaceuticals.

I have here another article that
points to scientific publication is the
hallmark of a good laboratory, and yet
there is not scientific finding or publi-
cation out of Space Station. In fact, it
points to the Howard Hughes Medical
Institute, which is by all models a
model for scientific organizations. It
has a budget of about $500 million and
has numerous findings in all sorts of
different scientific journals. Therefore,
we could fund several fold, in other
words, a multiple of Howard Hughes
type organizations with this money as
opposed to sending it off into space.

I have another article here that talks
about how the Space Station is vulner-
able to debris and how NASA is leaving
off shields to fast track the project. In
fact, according to the ISS partners,
there is a 24 percent chance, a 1 in 4
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chance that it could be hit by debris. Is
that the kind of project you want to
put $100 billion into?

I have another article here from the
Sunday Times of London talking about
how NASA jeopardizes Space Station
research to help the Russians.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise again in strong
opposition to this amendment by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).
This is the third Space Station either
wounding or killing amendment that
the gentleman from Indiana will offer.
My colleagues should oppose every one
of those.

This is the annual cancellation
amendment that the gentleman from
Indiana has offered. We came into Con-
gress together, so he has offered it, I
know, since 1991, both in the com-
mittee and on the floor at least once a
year and sometimes twice a year as
well. So to say the least, we have had
a fair fight over this issue.

But let us talk about how far we have
come. My colleagues have said we are
throwing good money after bad. Not so.
We have invested $20 billion in this pro-
gram. We have evaluated this program,
we have redesigned this program, we
have micromanaged the program al-
most to death, but we have come too
far to turn our back on this very im-
portant program.

Let us talk about the science that it
will produce, the microgravity, sci-
entific opportunities that are available
there. There has been hearing after
hearing in the Committee on Science
over the opportunities that our sci-
entists have for breakthroughs with
diet research, with cancer research as
well. So to say that the science is
strictly testing the effects of gravity
on human beings is to certainly over-
simplify what we know many of those
scientists and medical practitioners
around the world are looking forward
to pulling off on this experiment called
Space Station.
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If we do not fund the space station,

we might as well disassemble NASA,
because the space station program is
the heart of NASA’s research and de-
velopment program and the heart of
NASA’s science program. This is not a
project that is supposed to be flown in
space for a few weeks. Space station
will reside continuously in space for
more than a decade. So for years our
scientists will have opportunities to
carry out these important scientific ex-
periments there in microgravity under
circumstances that we do not have
here on Earth.

Five hundred thousand pounds of sta-
tion components, half a million pounds
of station components will have been
built at factories around the world by
the end of this year. Over 82 percent of
the prime contractor’s development
work has been completed. And U.S.
flight hardware sits at the launch site
for the next six flights.

So this amendment would waste all
the hard work that the NASA employ-
ees have put in, this amendment would
waste the billion dollars of investment
that we have made, and also this
amendment and other amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) would cause us to turn
our back on the resources and commit-
ment of the 16 nations that are partici-
pating in this International Space Sta-
tion, 11 of those nations and the Euro-
pean Space Agency community as well.
So we have got international legal
agreements that depend on the con-
tinuation of this funding, and I say let
us do it, let us do it decisively, let us
oppose this amendment offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
and all other Roemer amendments that
attempt to mortally wound or kill this
important space station program.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise in strong
opposition to the amendment by Mr. ROEMER
and Mr. SANFORD to cancel the International
Space Station.

This is a debate that we have had every
year, and every year the House has reaffirmed
its support for the Space Station program.
While much has already been said in our pre-
vious annual debates, let me touch on a few
brief points for our Freshman Members who
may be hearing this debate for the first time.

First, let’s look at where we’ve been. Serv-
ices and products ranging from satellite com-
munications to internal pacemakers and car-
diac defibrillators were either developed or sig-
nificantly improved because of our past invest-
ments in space.

Even until today, Microgravity research has
been limited by scarce flight opportunities and
sporadic access to space. Unlike the Shuttle
experiments which are limited to about 2
weeks in space, the Space Station will reside
continuously in space for more than a decade.
The Space Station will give scientists, engi-
neers, and businessmen an unprecedented
opportunity to perform complex, long-duration
experiments that will benefit the world for
years to come.

Next, let’s look at how far we’ve come. At
the end of last year, we took a significant step
towards our ultimate destiny of establishing a
permanent presence in space with the launch
of the first International Space Station ele-
ments Zarya and Unity, which are now oper-
ating 250 miles above the Earth.

Led by the United States, the Space Station
draws upon the expertise and resources of 16
nations, including Canada, Japan, Russia,
Brazil, and 11 nations of the European Space
Agency. In addition to the $20 billion that we
have invested in the Space Station, our inter-
national partners have contributed $5 billion to
date. By the end of this year, 500,000 pounds
of station components will have been built at
factories around the world. Over 82 percent of
the Prime Contractor’s development work has
been completed, with U.S. flight hardware for
the next six flights at the launch site.

This amendment would waste all the hard
work and all the taxpayer dollars that have
been spent to date on the program. We’ve
come too far for Congress to turn its back on
the American people now.

Now, let’s look at where we’re going. Micro-
gravity capabilities will be available in the
spring of 2000, with the outfitting of the U.S.
laboratory, Destiny.

The Space Station will be good for science
and good for America. Space Station research
will complement ground-based research to
generate tangible returns, improving the qual-
ity of life here on Earth as well as in space.

Space is the ideal environment in which to
study processes in fields such as combustion
science, fluid physics, and materials science,
which are normally masked by gravity-driven
forces here on Earth. This research could help
us decrease pollution, save billions of dollars
in energy costs, construct buildings that are
better prepared for earthquakes, and improve
the structure and performance of materials
used in everything from contact lenses to car
engines.

Space Station will enable the medical com-
munity to understand bone and muscle loss,
and possibly lead to the design of counter-
measures. NASA-developed telemedicine sys-
tems will be used to provide high-quality med-
ical advice, instruction, and education to un-
derserved parts of our Nation and our World.
Growing and analyzing protein crystals in
space will play a pivotal role in structure-
based drug design.

Mr. Chairman, we are discussing this bad
amendment at a time when we should be
thinking about the best ways to utilize this op-
portunity to enter into a new era in life and
microgravity sciences research which will rev-
olutionize the quality of life on Earth. R&D on-
board Space Station will improve our knowl-
edge of industrial processes, help us take sub-
stantial strides towards remarkable medical
advances, and enable that pioneering spirit in
all of us to take the next steps in the human
exploration of the solar system.

Our continued funding should be looked at
as an investment in America’s future, bringing
us new and exciting discoveries that we
haven’t even yet imagined. Mr. Chairman, this
is a bad amendment, and I urge the Members
to defeat it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 174, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROEMER) will be postponed.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard a lot of
discussion here today about inter-
national cooperation, and I would just
ask my colleagues to consider that we
make as much effort to have some
across the aisle bipartisan cooperation
here in the House and in the Senate as
we talk about between countries.

One issue that I would ask my col-
league to consider as this bill goes into
conference with the Senate is the issue
of the Triana project. Now I know that
there are those that want to push the
Triana project because they perceive it
as a Democrat issue, and there are
those that want to oppose it because
they perceive it as a Democrat issue.
But I think that there is some issues
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here that need to be discussed, and I
would just ask the conferees as this bill
moves forward to give at least the
strong science part of Triana a benefit
of the doubt. We have the capability
with this project, if it is executed ap-
propriately and the partisan politics is
kept out of it as much as possible, to
finally settle the issue of global warm-
ing and finally be able to say is the bil-
lions of dollars that we are considering
spending on global warming, is it ap-
propriate and is it needed?

So I would stand here today and ask
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, let us not use Triana for political
advantage, let us not try to formulate
a presidential campaign around a sci-
entific research study, and I say sin-
cerely I think both sides bear a degree
of responsibility here. There are parts
of Triana that I would ask the chair-
man and the conference committee to
take a look at that is based on strong
science coming from Scripps Institu-
tion of Oceanography and see if that
portion of Triana can be preserved and
enhanced so that those of us in the pol-
icymaking decision can get good,
unfiltered information that is not
tainted by political agendas to be able
to make an informed decision about
global warming.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SWEENEY

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SWEENEY:
In section 127(a)—
(1) insert ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘LIMITATION.—’’; and
(2) add at the end the following new para-

graphs:
(2) The Administrator shall certify to the

Congress at least 15 days in advance of any
cooperative agreement with the People’s Re-
public of China, or any company incor-
porated under the laws of the People’s Re-
public of China, involving spacecraft, space-
craft systems, launch systems, or scientific
or technical information that—

(A) the agreement is not detrimental to
the United States space launch industry; and

(B) the agreement, including any indirect
technical benefit that could be derived from
the agreement, will not measurably improve
the missile or space launch capabilities of
the People’s Republic of China.

(3) The Inspector General of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, in
consultation with the Director of Central In-
telligence and the Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, shall conduct an an-
nual audit of the policies and procedures of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration with respect to the export of tech-
nologies and the transfer of scientific and
technical information, to assess the extent
to which the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration is carrying out its activities
in compliance with Federal export control
laws and with paragraph (2).

Mr. SWEENEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
(Mr. SWEENEY asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
first congratulate my colleagues, spe-
cifically the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) from the subcommittee and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) for their
fine work on the NASA reauthorization
bill.

There have been two major occur-
rences within the past 10 years that
have proven to be a striking blow to
the national security interests of our
great Nation.

First, China used information it ob-
tained as a result of our cooperation on
satellite technology to upgrade its bal-
listic missile force, improving range
and accuracy of its booster systems.

Secondly, the Chinese are also using
information they obtained as a result
of deliberate and, mind you, successful
espionage efforts at our nuclear labora-
tories at the Department of Energy in
order to improve their nuclear warhead
arsenal. Mr. Chairman, the combina-
tion of these two events means that
the Communist Chinese government,
which currently has at least 40 ICBMs,
will soon have the capability to launch
multiple warheads, MIRV missiles, in
just 3 to 5 years instead of the 20 years
it would have taken without these two
pieces of American technology.

Mr. Chairman, we should be outraged
as Americans that these two events
were allowed to occur, seemingly with-
out a hint that the national security
breaches were occurring at all. With
these grave events as a backdrop, I
offer my amendment today as an at-
tempt to reestablish that it is the pol-
icy of the United States to ensure that
our good faith efforts to share our
technological advances with world
partners are not turned against us in
the form of military threat.

The amendment addresses two areas
of concern to NASA. First, the Chinese
espionage experience at the Depart-
ment of Energy labs is not repeated
within our space program. The amend-
ment requires the Inspector General of
NASA to assess on an annual basis in
consultation with our intelligence
community NASA’s compliance with
export control laws and the exchange
of technology and information that can
be used to enhance the military capa-
bilities of foreign entities.

Secondly, my amendment requires
that NASA, before it enters into an
agreement to exchange technology and
information with the People’s Republic
of China to certify with Congress that
the exchange of technology and infor-
mation cannot be used to enhance Chi-
na’s ballistic missile capacities. This
policy is consistent with our export
controls regarding trade and satellite
technology and actually mirrors lan-
guage in the 1999 defense authorization
which requires the President to certify
approved satellite technology exports
to China. It is entirely appropriate
that we hold that same standard to the
potential technological exchanges be-
tween our space program and the PRC.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that
the serious transfers of military tech-
nology have occurred at NASA, and I
stress this, that has not happened at
NASA yet, yet we need to recognize
that there is a potential danger that
must be addressed. A few years ago we
were pretty certain that top secret sci-
entific information at our nuclear labs
was secure. We now know that that was
not the case. This amendment insures
that the appropriate steps are taken to
prevent the repeat of the breach of our
Department of Energy labs and
strengthens existing controls on the
flow of military critical technology
being diverted to China.

This amendment also responds to an-
other provision in the 1999 defense au-
thorization and approved by a vote of
417 to 4 by this House which states that
the United States should not enter into
agreements with China involving
space. This amendment does not go as
far as to prohibit space cooperation
with China, but it does raise the bar
with respect to the types of sensitive
technological information that we can
exchange through NASA.

Mr. Chairman, NASA is one of the
most respected government institu-
tions in the world, and its contribu-
tions to technology development in the
United States are enormous. This
amendment insures that that reputa-
tion so painstakingly earned is never
tarnished.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SWEENEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to accept the amend-
ment of the gentleman from New York.
It requires a certification in advance
that the cooperative agreement with
the People’s Republic of China does not
harm the U.S. space launch industry or
improve the missile launch capabilities
of China and also directs the NASA In-
spector General to conduct an annual
audit to make sure that these certifi-
cations are being complied with.

It is a constructive amendment, and
I hope it is adopted.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SWEENEY).

The amendment was agreed to.
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE

OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 174, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order:

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER),
amendment No. 4 offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER),
amendment No. 5 offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), and
amendment No. 3 offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).
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The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WEINER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 203,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 134]

AYES—225

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen

Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hyde
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E.B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Talent

Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)

Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weller

Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—203

Aderholt
Archer
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley

Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Whitfield
Wicker
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—5

Brown (CA)
Cox

McDermott
Napolitano

Serrano

b 1534

Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. WATKINS
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BOEHLERT, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mrs.
KELLY, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, and Ms. CARSON
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated for:

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, during
rollcall vote No. 134, I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yes.’’

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 174, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
each amendment on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 114, noes 315,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 135]

AYES—114

Abercrombie
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Chabot
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cubin
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeMint
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Evans
Fattah
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gutierrez
Hefley

Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kingston
LaFalce
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McHugh
McInnis
Meehan
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Myrick
Nadler
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Owens

Pallone
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Portman
Ramstad
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Ryan (WI)
Sanders
Sanford
Schaffer
Shays
Sherwood
Shuster
Smith (MI)
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tancredo
Tierney
Toomey
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Woolsey

NOES—315

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci

Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen

Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
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Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes

Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stump
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Brown (CA)
McDermott

Napolitano
Serrano

b 1544
Ms. SLAUGHTER changed her vote

from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
Mr. TOOMEY changed his vote from

‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’
So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, during

rollcall vote No. 135, I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘no.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The pending business is the
demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the ayes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 117, noes 313,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 136]
AYES—117

Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Bliley
Boehlert
Bonilla
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Costello
Cunningham
Danner
Deal
Delahunt
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Ehlers
Fattah

Fossella
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hayes
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kind (WI)
Kingston
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
McInnis
McIntosh
Meehan
Mica
Mink
Moran (KS)

Moran (VA)
Myrick
Paul
Petri
Pickering
Pombo
Portman
Ramstad
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Smith (TX)
Spence
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Thomas
Tiahrt
Tierney
Upton
Visclosky
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Whitfield

NOES—313

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett

Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry

Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell

Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sessions
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOT VOTING—3

Brown (CA) Napolitano Serrano

b 1554

Mr. ROYCE changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 92, noes 337,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 137]

AYES—92

Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Chabot
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cubin
Danner
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeMint
Dingell
Duncan
Evans
Fattah
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Ganske
Goode
Goodlatte

Gutierrez
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Manzullo
McHugh
McInnis
Meehan
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Myrick
Nadler
Nussle

Oberstar
Pallone
Paul
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Ramstad
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Ryan (WI)
Sanders
Sanford
Shays
Shuster
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Stark
Strickland
Tancredo
Tierney
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Woolsey

NOES—337

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady

Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)

Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)

Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes

Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Brown (CA)
Cox

Napolitano
Serrano

b 1602

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio changed her vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. MINGE changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BATEMAN

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BATEMAN:
In section 101(1), strike ‘‘$2,482,700,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$2,382,700,000’’.
In section 101(2), strike ‘‘$2,328,000,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$2,228,000,000’’.
In section 101(3), strike ‘‘$2,091,000,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$1,991,000,000’’.
In section 103(4)—
(1) in subparagraph (A), strike

‘‘$999,300,000’’ and insert ‘‘$1,099,300,000’’;
(2) in subparagraph (A)(i), strike

‘‘$532,800,000’’ and insert ‘‘$632,800,000’’;
(3) in subparagraph (A)(i), strike

‘‘$412,800,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base’’ and insert ‘‘$512,800,000 to be
for the Research and Technology Base,
including—

‘‘(I) $20,000,000 for the Innovative Aviation
Technologies Research program;

‘‘(II) $30,000,000 for the Aging Aircraft
Sustainment program;

‘‘(III) $10,000,000 for the Aircraft Develop-
ment Support program;

‘‘(IV) $20,000,000 for the Unmanned Air Ve-
hicles program; and

‘‘(V) $20,000,000 for the Long-Range
Hypersonic Research program’’;

(4) in subparagraph (B), strike
‘‘$908,400,000’’ and insert ‘‘$1,008,400,000’’;

(5) in subparagraph (B)(i), strike
‘‘$524,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$624,000,000’’;

(6) in subparagraph (B)(i), strike
‘‘$399,800,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base, and with $54,200,000 to be for
Aviation System Capacity’’ and insert
‘‘$54,200,000 to be for Aviation System Capac-
ity, and with $499,800,000 to be for the Re-
search and Technology Base, including—

‘‘(I) $20,000,000 for the Innovative Aviation
Technologies Research program;

‘‘(II) $30,000,000 for the Aging Aircraft
Sustainment program;

‘‘(III) $10,000,000 for the Aircraft Develop-
ment Support program;

‘‘(IV) $20,000,000 for the Unmanned Air Ve-
hicles program; and

‘‘(V) $20,000,000 for the Long-Range
Hypersonic Research program’’;

(7) in subparagraph (C), strike
‘‘$994,800,000’’ and insert ‘‘$1,094,800,000’’;

(8) in subparagraph (C)(i), strike
‘‘$519,200,000’’ and insert ‘‘$619,200,000’’; and

(9) in subparagraph (C)(i), strike
‘‘$381,600,000 to be for the Research and Tech-
nology Base, and with $67,600,000 to be for
Aviation System Capacity’’ and insert
‘‘$67,600,000 to be for Aviation System Capac-
ity, and with $481,600,000 to be for the Re-
search and Technology Base, including—

‘‘(I) $20,000,000 for the Innovative Aviation
Technologies Research program;

‘‘(II) $30,000,000 for the Aging Aircraft
Sustainment program;

‘‘(III) $10,000,000 for the Aircraft Develop-
ment Support program;

‘‘(IV) $20,000,000 for the Unmanned Air Ve-
hicles program; and

‘‘(V) $20,000,000 for the Long-Range
Hypersonic Research program’’.

Mr. BATEMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?
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There was no objection.
Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise

to offer my amendment and to express
my displeasure with the drastic reduc-
tions in the NASA budget over the past
several years. I am particularly con-
cerned about the reduction in funding
for aeronautics research. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
shares my concerns and joins in this
amendment.

NASA is not simply a space explo-
ration agency; it has also played a
vital role in the creation of important
technology used in civilian and mili-
tary air transport. These contributions
are among the brightest jewels in
NASA’s crown, but the last several
years have seen the aeronautics budget
dwindle precipitously.

The Clinton administration is rarely
so zealous in its attempt to reduce non-
defense discretionary spending. It is,
therefore, ironic and unfortunate that
it is so determined to scale back aero-
nautics research.

Today I have presented or am pre-
senting an amendment to transfer $100
million from the International Space
Station account to the Aeronautical
Research and Technology account for
each of the 3 fiscal years covered by
the authorization bill before us. I have
long been a supporter of the Space Sta-
tion and remain so, but I feel that it
has received more than generous fund-
ing while aeronautics research has suf-
fered disproportionately.

I expect that it may be said that this
$100 million reduction in the funding
for the Space Station is a killer
amendment. This is not the case, in my
view, unless those who direct the Space
Station program choose to make it so,
and to me it is inconceivable that they
would to this. No one, on the other
hand, can do the vital aeronautics re-
search identified in my amendment un-
less it is adopted.

Nearly $5 billion has been spent on
the Space Station in the last 2 fiscal
years, and another $2.4 billion is in-
cluded in the President’s budget for fis-
cal year 2000. Meanwhile, aeronautics
research will have been reduced by $400
million over the same period.

The reduction in budget authority
for aeronautics would bring the reduc-
tion in that program to 50 percent of
what it was 10 years ago. Clearly aero-
nautics research has suffered dis-
proportionately.

The Bateman-Scott amendment will
transfer $100 million from the Space
Station account to the aeronautics ac-
count for each of the 3 fiscal years cov-
ered by this bill. Failure to increase
our commitment to aeronautics re-
search will have grievous economic and
national security consequences to the
United States. The Bateman-Scott
amendment will help guarantee that
American aviation will preserve its
traditional dominance.

My colleagues’ support and vote for
the Bateman-Scott amendment is so-
licited and will be appreciated.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Bateman-Scott amendment.
The amendment will transfer $100 mil-
lion from the International Space Sta-
tion for each of the next 3 fiscal years
to the Aeronautics Research and Tech-
nology account.

This amendment is necessary to re-
store deep cuts in aeronautics research
and development programs as proposed
by the bill. It is especially important
when we know that several aeronautics
R&D programs were cut, in large part
in order to fund continued cost over-
runs for the Space Station.

We know that the Nation’s aero-
nautics research program are in serious
decline. The proposed FY 2000 NASA
budget decreases an already under-
funded aeronautics research effort by
an additional 33 percent.

Mr. Chairman, we know that dollar-
for-dollar investments in aeronautics
research pay off. This is because aero-
nautics is the second largest industry
in terms of positive balance of trade,
second only to agriculture, and that
goes back and forth every year. That is
directly attributable to our past in-
vestments in aeronautics research.

Every aircraft worldwide uses NASA
technology. For example, engineering
principles developed from this research
have contributed to overall aircraft
safety and efficiency, including things
like wing design, noise abatement,
structural integrity and fuel efficiency.
Such improvements are part of every
aircraft in use today and are a direct
result of our investment in aeronautics
research.

Contrary to being corporate welfare,
Federal investment in aeronautics re-
search and development is vital be-
cause private companies are reluctant
to fund this type of research when fu-
ture applications of that research are
unknown or will not pay dividends for
20 years. So our past and current fund-
ing of aeronautics research represents
an appropriate and responsible Federal
role.

The steady decline in aeronautics has
already had an impact on United
States competitiveness. Less than 10
years ago, United States firms held
more than 70 percent of the world mar-
ket share of civilian aircraft sales. But
today, Europe’s AirBus has more than
50 percent of that market share.

So while the U.S. has continued to
severely cut research in this area,
other countries have aggressively in-
creased their investment. Japan, for
example, will put $20 million more to-
wards high speed transport research,
while this budget ends our investment
in high speed transport research.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment and support
our continued investment in aero-
nautics research and development.

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the
RECORD a letter from Virginia Gov-
ernor Jim Gilmore expressing his oppo-
sition to the bill and a January 18, 1999
article entitled the ‘‘Cost of Station
Cuts Into Funds For Supersonic Air-

plane Effort’’ in ‘‘Space News’’, as fol-
lows:

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

May 18, 1999.
Hon. ROBERT C. SCOTT,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SCOTT; I write to you
on behalf of the National Aeronautics and
Space Agency Langley Research Center
(NASA–LARC) and request your assistance
during this year’s appropriations process in
the 106th Congress. Specifically, I request
you cast your vote against H.R. 1654. Presi-
dent Clinton’s budget proposal, submitted to
Congress earlier this year, drastically re-
duces, for the second straight year, funding
for the NASA–LARC to a level that threat-
ens its critical research initiatives. NASA
Langley is a national resource that is based
in Virginia. I believe, therefore, that it is in-
cumbent on all of us in elective office to rep-
resent its national mission. I respectfully re-
quest you halt this proposed budget cut and
increase funding for this facility that is vital
to the economy of the Tidewater region, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and our national
competitiveness.

Over the last 2 years the NASA–LARC has
been cut 24% comprehensively and the aero-
nautics portion has been reduced by 33%.
This year, the President’s budget proposes a
cut of over $110 million and the reduction or
abolition of numerous programs, including
the elimination of two major programs—
High Speed Commercial Transport (HSCT)
and Advanced Subsonic Technology (AST). If
this proposal is not overturned, Virginia will
experience a direct loss of over 500 aero-
nautical engineering jobs through the end of
2000. Collateral effects include a total loss of
approximately $275 million to the Virginia
economy and 1,900 jobs lost. Moreover, these
effects will not be contained strictly to the
Tidewater region, but will also be realized in
Blacksburg, Charlottesville and Northern
Virginia as well.

The United States has drastically reduced
federal aeronautics funding from $1.3 billion
per year to $640 million per year—a 51% re-
duction—over the last ten years. In 1997,
‘‘aeronautics products’’ was the second larg-
est U.S. export category ($69 billion) in our
balance of trade, second only to agricultural
products. While the United States continues
to reduce its ability to compete in this mar-
ket, other nations, such as Great Britain,
South Korea, France, Taiwan and China, are
increasing the amount of their investment in
aeronautical R&D and are strong partners
with their private sector companies. For ex-
ample, Boeing has seen its share of the glob-
al commercial aircraft market go from 90%
to less than 50% over the last 15 years. Air-
bus, based in France, has seen its share in-
crease from 0% to approximately 50%. This
comes as no surprise since the best aero-
nautic R&D facilities are now located in Eu-
rope.

In conclusion, I would like to point out
that in a dangerous world in which this ad-
ministration has deployed our military per-
sonnel to a multitude of locations around
the globe, the most important thing nec-
essary to insure their safety is complete
domination of the skies over their heads.
The current situation in the Balkans is a
clear-cut example of why it is important to
maintain a position for the United States at
the forefront of aeronautics research and de-
velopment.

Once again, I ask you to join me and fight
to preserve NASA–LARC and see that it con-
tinues to play the integral role it has play in
the economy of Virginia, in defense of this
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notion and the promotion our commercial
interests in global economy.

Very truly yours,
JAMES S. GILMORE, III,

Governor of Virginia.

[From the Space News, Jan. 18, 1999]
COST OF STATION CUTS INTO FUNDS FOR

SUPERSONIC AIRPLANE EFFORT

(By Brian Berger)
WASHINGTON.—Funding for NASA’s effort

to develop technology for the next genera-
tion of supersonic passenger airplanes will be
slashed and possibly eliminated to help
NASA pay for cost overruns on the inter-
national space station program, according to
government sources.

When U.S. President Bill Clinton presents
his 2000 budget request to Congress in early
February, sources said funding for NASA’s
High-Speed Research program—a nine-year-
old effort to develop a concept for an envi-
ronmentally friendly supersonic passenger
jet—will be significantly reduced or cut from
the space agency’s budget altogether.

Last year, Congress appropriated $190 mil-
lion for High-Speed Research in 1999, accord-
ing to the NASA Comptroller’s Office.

Although some sources say NASA could be
in line for a small budget increase for 2000,
congressional sources said its unlikely the
White House will add enough money to pay
for space station overruns without making
cuts elsewhere.

A congressional source said some combina-
tion of new funds and program budget cuts
are to be expected in a year when the White
House is under political pressure to find as
much as $1 billion extra for the international
space station.

‘‘This is the first year there hasn’t been
tremendous support for High-Speed Re-
search,’’ a senior NASA official said.

The NASA official declined to offer details
of the cut pending the president’s release of
his spending plan. But a congressional source
said the president’s budget will reflect a de-
liberate decision to phase out the High-
Speed Research program.

‘‘I think it’s dead,’’ the source said, ‘‘and I
wouldn’t be surprised if it goes away for a
while.’’

The NASA program began in 1990 to help
U.S. aerospace companies develop the tech-
nologies needed to build a supersonic pas-
senger plane capable of meeting the more
stringent environmental regulations pre-
dicted for 2010.

But when industry-partner Boeing Co., Se-
attle, announced last fall that it would delay
for 15 years its plans to build a supersonic
passenger plane—also known as a high-speed
civilian transport—until 2025, both the envi-
ronmental and economic goals of the NASA
program changed to reflect the new time
frame.

Boeing spokeswoman Mary Jean Olsen said
the company will not invest tens of billions
of dollars in building a supersonic passenger
jet until the technology and market demand
for the product presents itself.

Alan Wilhite, deputy director of the Office
of High-Speed Research at NASA Langley
Research Center, Hampton, Va., said the pro-
gram was on track to meet all the economic
and environmental goals Boeing set for the
program in 1990.

He said the program is now undergoing a
year-long feasibility study to determine
what must be done to meet more stringent
environmental and economic goals fore-
casted for 2020–2025. Word of the budget cut
comes as program officials at Langley are
preparing to begin the next phase of the pro-
gram, an eight-year, $700 million effort that
includes the test and assembly of a full-scale
supersonic engine.

But a Boeing program official said it is too
soon to build an engine for an airplane that
is still 20–25 years from reality.

‘‘We really should not proceed with manu-
facturing technology,’’ said Boeing’s Robert
Cuthbertson, program manager for the High-
Speed Civilian Transport program.

During a NASA hearing before the House
Science Committee in February 1998, Rep.
Dana Rohrabacher (R–Calif.) questioned
NASA Administrator Daniel Goldin about
the advisability of building a full-scale en-
gine for an airplane that may not be built.

‘‘The whole program is being looked at
very closely in terms of what level of invest-
ment the government should put in this
area,’’ the senior NASA official said.

Cuthbertson said Boeing is cutting back its
investment in high-speed research substan-
tially, estimating a 75–80 percent reduction
over the next seven years.

John Logsdon, director of the Space Policy
Institute at the George Washington Univer-
sity here, said aeronautics research is the
subject of a long-standing debate between
the White House and NASA.

‘‘The argument is that aeronautics is a
mature industry and ought to be paying for
its own [research and development]’’
Logsdon said. ‘‘Some say it’s inappropriate
for the government to be paying for [a re-
search and development] program that is es-
sentially for Boeing.’’

Boeing is the only U.S. company currently
building large commercial airframes.

Robert Walker, former chairman of the
House Science Committee, said the debate
goes back decades, but that the High-Speed
Research program was usually seen as the
kind of pure technology development effort
NASA should be supporting.

Driving the budget cut, a NASA and con-
gressional source said, is a White House in
search of money to pay for cost overruns in
the international space station program
without raiding NASA science accounts.

‘‘One way or another, you have to fix the
space station overrun problem,’’ a senior
NASA official said.

With NASA program officials calling for
more than $700 million for High-Speed Re-
search through 2007, the program presents a
tempting target for the White House budget
ax.

‘‘There aren’t a lot of cookie jars for NASA
to go after,’’ the congressional source said.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I am in support of the
bill and the piece of legislation and op-
posed to the amendment. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment is in direct con-
tradiction to the President’s and Ad-
ministrator Goldin’s priorities for the
space program for NASA.

I understand the concern of the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN)
about the continuing reductions over
time that we have seen in NASA’s aer-
onautics budget. But cutting the Space
Station to fund aeronautics is not the
appropriate answer.

However, at this point, let me point
out that the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER), again, the truth of his
arguments is that we have to
prioritize. If we are going to be spend-
ing huge chunks of money on the Space
Station, that is exactly right. It is a
very painful process. This is what part
of that painful process is. Once again
we are faced with something that

comes from our decision, the decision
of the whole body, to move forward
with the Space Station.

Administrator Goldin in this envi-
ronment says his top three priorities
are, number one, safety; number two,
finishing the Space Station and getting
it over with; and advanced space trans-
portation technology. Everything else
comes after that as far as the adminis-
tration and Mr. Goldin and his prior-
ities go.

That means that the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN) is proposing
cutting the administrator’s number
two priority, which will in fact in-
crease total Space Station costs be-
cause it will cause delays just to fund
the station at a different level of pri-
ority.

So let us not think that this is just
an easy answer that takes somebody
through Space Station. When we are
here in the very last few moments of
getting the Space Station up, any
delay in this system will be very expen-
sive, and there will be delays if we
start cutting precipitously like this.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BATEMAN) may or may not know that
this bill does not cut research at
NASA’s Aeronautics Center one bit. In
fact, this bill directs NASA to bring
the resources and talents of the excel-
lent scientists and engineers at the
Aeronautic Center to bear on a higher
priority. It is a priority, as I just men-
tioned, of Mr. Goldin’s; it is one of his
top three priorities. It is a much more
difficult challenge than just trying to
improve aeronautics, and that is to im-
prove and to meet the challenge of ad-
vanced space transportation tech-
nology.

b 1615

Simply keeping the aeronautics cen-
ters working on aeronautics only is a
very bad strategy. Now, yes, we realize
that that is valuable work. But there
are many challenges that we face and
contributions that they could make
outside the area of aeronautics. And
limiting these centers to aeronautics,
basically it is a very bad strategy and
it is based on a going-out-of-business
strategy.

I, therefore, respectfully oppose the
well-intentioned but I say counter-
productive amendment of the gen-
tleman. Because in the end, by delay-
ing the Space Station and by taking
money precipitously from it, it will
cause disruptions in the Space Station
program and the plan that we are mov-
ing forward on and we will not be get-
ting done with the project and it will
end up costing us more money and put-
ting even more pressure on aeronautics
and other aspects of NASA’s budget.

So while I understand the pressures
we are under, I can sympathize with
the idea that certain areas are not
being funded like we would like to see
them be if we had unlimited funding,
but just cutting the Space Station pre-
cipitously is not the answer. Perhaps
the answer should be, as I say, looking
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at the aeronautic centers and trying to
broaden their area of research rather
than keeping them just on aeronautics.

So I reluctantly and respectfully op-
pose this amendment.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to the Bateman-Scott amend-
ment. They have both been good
friends of NASA and tireless champions
of aeronautic research. I believe this
amendment is well-intentioned.

Nevertheless, I think taking money
from NASA’s Space Station will simply
destabilize that program and that will
result in more station cost growth,
more pressure on the NASA budget
that will not benefit anyone in the
long-run.

So although I think we need to take
a long hard look at what needs to be
done to keep NASA’s aeronautics pro-
gram world class, I oppose taking
money from the Space Station. And I
urge Members to vote against this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BATEMAN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 140, noes 286,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 138]

AYES—140

Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boucher
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Camp
Capps
Capuano
Carson
Chabot
Chenoweth
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Danner
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dickey
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Evans
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kucinich
LaFalce
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Manzullo
Markey
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
Meehan
Miller, George
Minge
Mink

Moore
Myrick
Nadler
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rivers
Roemer
Ryan (WI)
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Shays
Sherwood
Shuster
Sisisky
Skelton
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stump
Stupak

Sununu
Tancredo
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Traficant
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vento
Visclosky

Wamp
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey

NOES—286

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Frelinghuysen

Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary

Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Ortiz
Ose
Packard
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler

Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—7

Abercrombie
Brown (CA)
Cox

Ganske
Lipinski
Napolitano

Serrano

b 1636

Messrs. TAYLOR of Mississippi,
SMITH of Michigan and FROST
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. SPRATT, Mr. OLVER and Ms.
DELAURO changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). Are there any other amend-
ments?

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Let me quickly thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) and their staff for
their efforts to try to bring about a
good bill here, but I have to say I am
disappointed that we were not able to
get that done.

Let me point out very quickly that
Dan Goldin, the NASA administrator,
has strongly suggested that Members
oppose this bill; that the OMB has rec-
ommended this bill be opposed, for a
variety of reasons:

Quickly, because it would delete all
funding for NASA’s information tech-
nology initiatives, it would hold
NASA’s earth science research program
hostage to an unworkable data buy
earmark, it would cancel the peer re-
viewed Triana scientific and edu-
cational mission and waste the $35 mil-
lion already appropriated, and it would
prohibit any research on innovative in-
flatable technologies that have great
potential to lower the costs of future
human space operations.

You can be pro NASA and against
this bill. I recommend, as the ranking
member on this committee, a ‘‘no’’
vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1654) to authorize
appropriations for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 174, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 259, noes 168,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 139]

AYES—259

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle

Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins

Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering

Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough

Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—168

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Duncan
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)

Ganske
Gephardt
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Holt
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
LaFalce
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Nadler

Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Shuster
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—7

Brown (CA)
Hooley
Napolitano

Pastor
Serrano
Shimkus

Terry

b 1658

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas changed her vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.

139, had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘aye.’’
f

b 1700

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1654, NA-
TIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1999

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Clerk be authorized to make technical
corrections in the engrossment of the
bill (H.R. 1654) to reflect the actions of
the House, and that the Clerk be di-
rected to make the following specific
changes:

In the instruction to strike in the
amendment by Mr. TRAFICANT to sec-
tion 103(4)(A)(i) the phrase ‘‘focused
program, and’’, and to apply the same
instruction to strike to section
103(4)(B)(i) and section 103(4)(C)(i) with
respect to fiscal years 2001 and 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and to place extraneous mate-
rial in the RECORD on H.R. 1654, the bill
just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I have discussed with the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO), and un-
less there is an amendment that we do
not know about, we will probably not
have votes on the next bill that is com-
ing up. I cannot give a complete assur-
ance that there will be no rollcall
votes, but my guess is that all of the
amendments and the bill will be dis-
posed of by voice vote and the Members
can take that into account when mak-
ing their plans.
f

NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE
AND RELATED AGENCIES AU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 175 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1553.

b 1702

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1553) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2000 and fiscal year 2001 for the Na-
tional Weather Service, Atmospheric
Research, and National Environmental
Satellite, Data and Information Serv-
ice activities of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, and
for other purposes, with Mr. SHIMKUS
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1553, the Na-
tional Weather Service and Related
Agencies Authorization Act of 1999 au-
thorizes a total of $1.391 billion for fis-
cal year 2000 and $1.468 billion for fiscal
year 2001 for the National Weather
Service, the NOAA office of Oceanic
and Atmospheric Research Programs,
the National Environmental Satellite
Data and Information Service and re-
lated facilities. The NWS, supported by
the Atmospheric Research and NESDIS
programs, provides around-the-clock
weather and flood warning and forecast
services to the general public for the
protection of life and property. The
NWS data is used by private sector,
commercial and weather service firms
which provide specialized forecasts for
a variety of business uses.

The additional funds authorized by
this bill will, first, provide an increase
of nearly 10 percent in the lead time for
tornado warnings, particularly to those
areas of the Nation such as Texas,
Oklahoma, Kansas, the Midwest and
the Southeast that are subject to dev-
astating tornadoes; second, also pro-
vide an increase of 10 percent in fore-
cast accuracy of the onset of freezing
temperatures, particularly important
for agricultural regions; third, provide
an increase of nearly 5 percent in the
forecast accuracy of heavy snowfall
and severe storm warnings; and last,
maintain current capabilities and hur-
ricane forecasts and flood warnings. I
commend the bill to the House for its
adoption.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. COSTELLO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the full committee
chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), and the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT)
for bringing this bill to the floor today.

The Committee on Science has
worked quickly this year to bring to
the floor several authorization bills to
give guidance to the Committee on Ap-
propriations. One of the most signifi-
cant of these bills is H.R. 1553, which
will authorize the operations of the Na-
tional Weather Service for the next 2
years. The National Weather Service
provides critical information and early
warning detection of disasters to com-
munities throughout the United
States. Timely, accurate weather fore-
casts save lives and provide us with
time to prevent or at least minimize
damage to property that results from
tornadoes, hurricanes, blizzards and
other severe weather.

New technologies pioneered by NOAA
research enabled the National Weather
Service to issue tornado warnings 30
minutes before they struck commu-
nities in Oklahoma. Those tornadoes
caused over $1 billion in damage to
Oklahoma City and surrounding com-
munities. The loss of life could have
been much worse without early warn-
ing provided by the National Weather
Service. The development and deploy-
ment of Doppler radar and the Ad-
vanced Weather Interactive Processing
System, AWIPS, extended the lead
time for storm warnings by 20 minutes
or more. More time means more lives
can be saved. Emergency services can
be deployed and people can take action
to protect themselves.

The National Weather Service and its
related research programs provide tan-
gible benefits to our citizens every day
at the cost of a few dollars per person
annually. This bill replaces the Organic
Act of 1890, which currently provides
the definition of the National Weather
Service’s mission, with new language
defining the duties of the Weather
Service. The language was improved
through the adoption of an amendment
that I offered in committee which
clarified the role of the National
Weather Service in providing marine
and aviation forecasts, and it will be
further improved by the manager’s
amendment that will be offered by the
chairman of the committee, the full
committee, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

I believe the changes we have made
in this section have addressed many of
the concerns raised by the administra-
tion and the aviation industry. I am
confident that we have a sound basis
for continued work on this issue as the
bill moves through the legislative proc-
ess.

Although we would have preferred to
see the authorization for the High Per-
formance Computing and Communica-

tions Initiative, the HPCC, in this bill,
we are satisfied that its exclusion is
not done with prejudice on the part of
the chairman of the committee, or the
committee. Funding for the HPCC ini-
tiative supports advancements will en-
able NOAA to improve both short and
long range forecasting.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) indicated the com-
mittee will move separate legislation
within the coming few weeks to au-
thorize appropriations for the HPCC
program in its entirety, including the
authorization of NOAA’s portion of the
program. We understand that this bill
will provide authorizations of appro-
priations for all departments and agen-
cies which participate in the govern-
ment-wide HPCC program, as well as in
the proposed information technology
for the 21st century initiative. We look
forward to working with our colleagues
to advance the HPCC authorization
bill, given its importance to the Nation
and future technology.

H.R. 1553 reflects the President’s re-
quest for FY 2000 for both the program
accounts and to the procurement and
construction accounts of NOAA. I am
pleased by the authorization levels for
next year. However, I am concerned
that the FY 2001 numbers, kept at the
same level as FY 2000 for all program
accounts, would lead to a real decline
in real support for the work of the Na-
tional Weather Service and related re-
search programs.

Later, I will offer an amendment to
increase the FY 2001 authorization by a
modest 3 percent. I hope my colleagues
will support my amendment and ensure
that NOAA has the stable funding re-
quired to continue to provide the vital
weather forecasting services we rely on
every day.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. CALVERT), the subcommittee
chairman.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Science,
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, as the subcommittee
Chair and author of this legislation, I
am proud to speak in support of H.R.
1553. H.R. 1553 authorizes funding for
the National Weather Service’s atmos-
pheric research, NOAA’s environmental
satellite data information service.

I am pleased to say that the Com-
mittee on Science reported this bill by
voice vote. It was a tremendous display
of how much can be accomplished when
we work together in a bipartisan fash-
ion.

Before I go on, I would like to thank
the chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), for his
hard work and leadership in bringing
this bill to the floor. I would also like
to thank the ranking minority member
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of the Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment and my good friend, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO), for his leadership on his
side of the aisle. While we do not al-
ways see eye to eye, I would think it is
safe to say we do agree on the impor-
tance of passing H.R. 1553.

The National Weather Service plays
an important part in protecting the
public. The recent violent tornadoes in
Oklahoma and Texas demonstrated
how important advanced warning can
be. Lives were tragically lost. I am
afraid that the toll would have been
much, much higher if there had not
been advance warning given by the Na-
tional Weather Service. This is just one
of many examples of the important,
sometimes lifesaving, services provided
in the funding of this bill.

The bill funds NOAA’s satellite pro-
grams at a level consistent with the
administration’s request. Satellites
play a critical role in weather fore-
casting, as well as providing important
environmental data. NOAA plans an
ambitious launch schedule over the
next decade or so which will not only
improve coverage but will also improve
satellite data acquisition capabilities.

H.R. 1553 also authorizes funding for
NOAA’s Office of Atmospheric Re-
search. It is important that we have a
clear understanding of how the atmos-
phere works so that we can better un-
derstand the weather and determine if
global climate change is in fact occur-
ring. H.R. 1553 continues the commit-
tee’s tradition of strong support for at-
mospheric sciences.

Just a quick aside: I woke up this
past Saturday morning to read a front
page story detailing a crucial court de-
cision overturning EPA’s thoughts on
P/M and ozone standards. The Court’s
decision noted that the agency had far
exceeded its legal authority and based
the regulation on science that was
proven to be potentially unsound.

The reason I bring this matter up
today in the context of H.R. 1553 is that
I have always been a strong proponent
of moving the EPA science mission to
a nonregulatory governmental body. In
my mind, NOAA would be a natural
choice. In the light of the court deci-
sion, I plan to hold a hearing on the
subject of P/M and ozone regulations.
This will build on the bipartisan series
of three hearings held by the Sub-
committee on Energy and Environment
last year.

I would like to conclude by saying
H.R. 1553 will protect public safety,
maintain state-of-the-art scientific re-
search and facilities without busting
the budget or raiding the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. This is good legisla-
tion. I encourage all my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
important bill.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD).

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I do stand in support
of the passage of H.R. 1553 to provide
the National Weather Service with the
resources to warn our citizens of im-
pending natural disasters.

My constituents, the people of Guam,
are probably the most familiar with
the destruction that accompanies
storms, and though we are thousands of
miles away from Washington, D.C., we
nonetheless share our prayers and sup-
port for stricken communities around
the country.

The work of the National Weather
Service, along with other Federal agen-
cies like FEMA and the Small Business
Administration, is important for com-
munities to prepare for potential nat-
ural disasters. There is no question
that with the technological advances
and improved methods of research, the
National Weather Service has been
able to relay timely information via
TV, radio, computers and other media
to communities in the direct path of
destruction.

Guam is located in an area of the Pa-
cific known as typhoon alley, which
was once the home of a weather recon-
naissance squadron employing WC–130
aircraft. Their mission consisted of
gathering advanced storm information
by flying directly into a typhoon.
Today, Guam remains the only part of
the United States that is not covered
by some kind of hurricane or typhoon
aircraft.

b 1715
I know that this is not directly re-

lated to the National Weather Service,
but I did want to thank the chairman
for accepting in the manager’s amend-
ment to make sure that both States
and territories are equitably treated in
terms of protection of property and
life.

Guam is now no longer covered by
the Joint Typhoon Warning Center, a
casualty of the BRAC process. So it is
vitally important that we continue to
support the National Weather Service,
particularly as they develop new ways
of doing weather forecasting and pro-
viding information to communities
such as Guam. It is important that as
they perfect their satellite technology
and as they experiment with the possi-
bility of using fixed-wing aircraft, that
they consider all parts of the United
States in their service.

We in Guam would like to see per-
haps the introduction of typhoon chas-
ers once again, but it is very important
that the National Weather Service and
any kind of typhoon warning for a
place like Guam is vitally important.
Some years we face as many as 70
storm warnings in one year, and al-
most every typhoon that one hears
about that hits the Asian mainland
passes by or near or through Guam;
hopefully most by or near.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS).

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin for
yielding me this time.

I would like to discuss two aspects of
the science that is covered under this
bill. The first my colleagues have al-
ready heard discussed by other speak-
ers and that involves the National
Weather Service and its importance. I
certainly share that view, particularly
since I live in a part of the country
that frequently has tornadoes and have
personally been in the basement a few
times as tornadoes have passed over-
head.

A little sideline on that, I depend
heavily on the Weather Channel for my
weather information, particularly
when I travel, and I was struck re-
cently by someone who commented
that he did not really see the need for
the National Weather Service because
he got all of his weather from the TV.
I enlightened him about the fact that
although I love the Weather Channel
and other TV that reports the weather,
all that information comes from the
National Weather Service, and the
other services that are provided by the
Weather Channel and so forth are sim-
ply massaging, computing and varying
the data received from the National
Weather Service. Indeed, the Weather
Service performs a valuable service for
our country in many, many ways.

The main point I would like to make
this afternoon is the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration is
doing a great deal of good science,
often in somewhat obscure areas. All of
us know how important it was 150
years ago to explore this Nation so
that we could learn the details of its
geography and, above all, the amount
of its national resources. As we have
explored our entire earth surface in
terms of lands and found all the nat-
ural resources or nearly all the natural
resources of the various landed areas of
our planet, we realize that in another
century we are going to have to get
many of our natural resources from the
oceans.

I wanted to point out and bring to
light an important service performed
by NOAA last year, and this was pub-
lished in Science Magazine on Sep-
tember 26 of last year by Dr. Smith of
NOAA, Dr. Walter H.F. Smith, and Dr.
David Sandwell of the Scripps Insti-
tute.

Before their work was done, we only
had rough ideas of the topography un-
derneath the oceans, and that was ob-
tained by echo sounding data from
ships. But there are many areas that
were unexplored, areas as large as the
State of Oklahoma which had never
been explored. The two scientists I
mentioned developed a method by
watching the motion of the satellites
and measuring their positions very
carefully and calculating the gravita-
tional attraction of the various parts
of the Earth upon the satellites and
calculating backwards, finding the
topographic structure underneath the
oceans. It is not extremely accurate,
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but when we have areas the size of
Oklahoma with no data, then any data
is worthwhile, and they have done a re-
markable job. They found an entire
mountain range underneath the ocean
which was not known about before.

Now, why is this important? First of
all, as my colleagues can see, there are
many rifts in the ocean bed. Most of
those areas provide a lot of warm water
which, in turn, provides for a great
deal of activity by various organisms
which forms the bottom of the food
chain for the fishing industry. By plot-
ting this more carefully, we have been
able to aid the fishing industry
throughout the world. But even more
importantly, those rifts produce tre-
mendous amounts of natural resources
of metals which we are running out of
on our landed areas and, in the future,
we are likely to be mining ocean mod-
ule and picking up these nodules of ma-
terial which are quite abundant on the
ocean floor. It will be very difficult to
operate in that situation, but certainly
this is something that has been pur-
sued to a certain extent already, and
once the prices of minerals rise this
will provide a major source of re-
sources for the next century and be-
yond.

I personally thank these scientists
and others who have worked on this
issue and the many other issues they
deal with, and I think it is very impor-
tant for the Congress and for the peo-
ple of this Nation to realize that this
important work is being done and is
being done so well by the scientific
community of our Nation.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I understand that the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CRAMER) wants to
engage in a colloquy, and this seems to
be about the last chance to do that be-
fore general debate is over with.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and he is correct, I do
wish to engage in a colloquy. It hap-
pens to be about Weather Service mod-
ernization issues and the process that
we have been going through for years,
those of us from vulnerable commu-
nities and those of us who have ex-
pressed concerns. I know the chairman
has been aware of that for some time.

NOAA, through the Modernization
Transition Committee, is engaged in
this process of independently reviewing
the necessity of maintaining those
Weather Service offices throughout the
country, and in fact they have already
rubber-stamped the closure of maybe
more than 100 of those. Some of those
closings, in my opinion, could result in
the degradation of service, and that is
of particular concern to me and why
regularly I have monitored this bill
and wanted to make sure that some of
our more vulnerable communities had
that review process in place.

I wanted to inquire if the chairman
would care to comment about where we
are currently with that and with re-
gard to those circumstances, whether
the Weather Services Modernization
Committee is trying to close some of
those offices.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I would like
to tell my friend, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CRAMER), as well as the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), who has a similar concern, that
the Committee on Science is aware of
the NOAA Modernization Transition
Committee process and commends
NOAA for its efforts in this regard.

The committee is also aware of the
efforts of various communities that
maintain local weather coverage and
shares the gentlemen’s view and their
concern about the degradation of serv-
ice that may result from closing
Weather Service offices. Consequently,
the Committee on Science strongly
urges NOAA to continue to aggres-
sively work with local communities in
developing comprehensive strategies
that will allow high-risk communities
to effectively respond to occurrences of
severe weather.

I can add that the Committee on
Science is known as doing tough-love
oversight, and this is one of the areas
where the committee will be doing
some pretty tough oversight because
we do not want NOAA modernization
to result in a huge degradation of serv-
ice, particularly in the high-risk areas.
I know the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. CRAMER) represents one of those
areas, as does the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON).

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
would like to add that I appreciate
that attitude, and I am aware that the
Modernization Transition Committee
has its work cut out for it and that
NOAA has had to look after closing a
number of these offices. But I was also
aware that a few of us were in perhaps
an extraordinarily exceptional cat-
egory. So I appreciate the committee’s
attitude in expressing this tough-love
oversight, because I think NOAA needs
that, and I think our citizens deserve
that.

So I thank the gentleman for that at-
titude.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 1553
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National

Weather Service and Related Agencies Author-
ization Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act, the term—
(1) ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Administrator

of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration; and

(2) ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of Com-
merce.
SEC. 3. NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE.

(a) OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary to enable the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration to carry out the
Operations, Research, and Facilities activities of
the National Weather Service $617,897,000 for
fiscal year 2000 and $617,897,000 for fiscal year
2001, to remain available until expended. Of
such amounts—

(1) $449,441,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$450,411,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for
Local Warnings and Forecasts;

(2) $2,200,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$2,200,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Ad-
vanced Hydrological Prediction System;

(3) $619,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $619,000
for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Susquehanna
River Basin Flood Systems;

(4) $35,596,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$35,596,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Avia-
tion Forecasts;

(5) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Weath-
er Forecast Offices (WFO) Facilities Mainte-
nance;

(6) $37,081,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$37,081,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Cen-
tral Forecast Guidance;

(7) $3,090,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$3,090,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Atmos-
pheric and Hydrological Research;

(8) $39,325,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$39,325,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Next
Generation Weather Radar (NEXRAD);

(9) $7,573,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$7,573,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Auto-
mated Surface Observing System (ASOS);

(10) $38,002,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$38,002,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Ad-
vanced Weather Interactive Processing System
(AWIPS); and

(11) $970,000 for fiscal year 2000 shall be for
two 1,000-watt National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration Weather Radio transmit-
ters, to be located in Jasper and Marion Coun-
ties, Illinois, and nine 300-watt National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration Weather
Radio transmitters, to be installed in appro-
priate locations throughout the State of Illinois,
and for maintenance costs related thereto.

(b) PROCUREMENT, ACQUISITION, AND CON-
STRUCTION.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary to enable the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to
carry out the Procurement, Acquisition, and
Construction activities of the National Weather
Service $69,632,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$70,120,000 for fiscal year 2001, to remain avail-
able until expended. Of such amounts—

(1) $9,560,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$9,060,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Next
Generation Weather Radar (NEXRAD);

(2) $4,180,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$6,125,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Auto-
mated Surface Observing System (ASOS);

(3) $22,575,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$21,525,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Ad-
vanced Weather Interactive Processing System
(AWIPS);

(4) $11,100,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$12,835,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Com-
puter Facilities Upgrades;

(5) $8,350,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$8,350,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Radio-
sonde Replacement;
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(6) $500,000 for fiscal year 2000 shall be for Na-

tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations Center Rehabilitation; and

(7) $13,367,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$12,225,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for
Weather Forecast Office (WFO) Construction.

(c) DUTIES OF THE NATIONAL WEATHER SERV-
ICE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To protect life and property,
the Secretary, through the National Weather
Service, except as provided in paragraph (2),
shall be responsible for—

(A) forecasts and shall serve as the sole offi-
cial source of weather and flood warnings;

(B) the issuance of storm warnings;
(C) the collection, exchange, and distribution

of meteorological, hydrological, climatic, and
oceanographic data and information;

(D) the preparation of hydrometeorological
guidance and core forecast information; and

(E) the issuance of marine and aviation fore-
casts and warnings.

(2) COMPETITION WITH PRIVATE SECTOR.—The
National Weather Service shall not provide, or
assist other entities to provide, a service (other
than a service described in paragraph (1)(A) or
(B)) if that service is currently provided or can
be provided by commercial enterprise, unless—

(A) the Secretary finds that the private sector
is unwilling or unable to provide the service; or

(B) the service provides vital weather warn-
ings and forecasts for the protection of lives and
property of the general public.

(3) AMENDMENTS.—The Act of October 1, 1890
(26 Stat. 653) is amended—

(A) by striking section 3 (15 U.S.C. 313); and
(B) in section 9 (15 U.S.C. 317), by striking ‘‘,

and it shall be’’ and all that follows, and insert-
ing a period.

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Science of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate a report detailing all National Weather
Service activities which do not conform to the
requirements of this subsection and outlining a
timetable for their termination.
SEC. 4. ATMOSPHERIC RESEARCH.

(a) OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Secretary to enable the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
to carry out the Atmospheric Research Oper-
ations, Research, and Facilities environmental
research and development activities of the Office
of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research
$173,250,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $173,250,000
for fiscal year 2001, to remain available until ex-
pended.

(2) CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY RESEARCH.—Of
the amounts authorized under paragraph (1),
$126,200,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $126,200,000
for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Climate and Air
Quality Research, of which—

(A) $16,900,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$16,900,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Inter-
annual and Seasonal Climate Research;

(B) $34,600,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$34,600,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Long-
Term Climate and Air Quality Research;

(C) $69,700,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$69,700,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Cli-
mate and Global Change; and

(D) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Global
Learning and Observations to Benefit the Envi-
ronment (GLOBE).

(3) ATMOSPHERIC PROGRAMS.—Of the amounts
authorized under paragraph (1), $47,050,000 for
fiscal year 2000 and $47,050,000 for fiscal year
2001 shall be for Atmospheric Programs, of
which—

(A) $36,600,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$36,600,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for
Weather Research;

(B) $4,350,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$4,350,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Wind
Profiler; and

(C) $6,100,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$6,100,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Solar-
Terrestrial Services and Research.

(b) PROCUREMENT, ACQUISITION, AND CON-
STRUCTION.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary to enable the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to
carry out the Atmospheric Research Procure-
ment, Acquisition, and Construction environ-
mental research and development activities of
the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research
$10,040,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $14,160,000
for fiscal year 2001, to remain available until ex-
pended. Of such amounts—

(1) $5,700,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$8,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for the
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory Super-
computer; and

(2) $4,340,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$6,160,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for the
Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) Follow-
On Satellite/GEOSTORM.
SEC. 5. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SATELLITE,

DATA AND INFORMATION SERVICE.
(a) OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Secretary to enable the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
to carry out the Operations, Research, and Fa-
cilities environmental research and development
and related activities of the National Environ-
mental Satellite, Data and Information Service
$103,092,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $103,092,000
for fiscal year 2001, to remain available until ex-
pended.

(2) SATELLITE OBSERVING SYSTEMS.—Of the
amounts authorized under paragraph (1),
$59,236,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $59,236,000
for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Satellite Observ-
ing Systems, of which—

(A) $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Global
Disaster Information Network (GDIN);

(B) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Ocean
Remote Sensing; and

(C) $53,236,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$53,236,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Envi-
ronmental Observing Services.

(3) ENVIRONMENTAL DATA MANAGEMENT SYS-
TEMS.—Of the amounts authorized under para-
graph (1), $43,856,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$43,856,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Envi-
ronmental Data Management Systems, of
which—

(A) $31,521,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$31,521,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Data
and Information Services; and

(B) $12,335,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$12,335,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for Envi-
ronmental Data Systems Modernization.

(b) PROCUREMENT, ACQUISITION, AND CON-
STRUCTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary to enable the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
to carry out the Procurement, Acquisition, and
Construction environmental research and devel-
opment and related activities of the National
Environmental Satellite, Data and Information
Service $413,657,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$476,183,000 for fiscal year 2001, to remain avail-
able until expended.

(2) SYSTEMS ACQUISITION.—Of the amounts
authorized under paragraph (1), $410,612,000 for
fiscal year 2000 and $473,803,000 for fiscal year
2001 shall be for Systems Acquisition, of which—

(A) $140,979,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$114,594,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for the
procurement and launch of, and supporting
ground systems for, Polar Orbiting Environ-
mental Satellites (POES), K, L, M, N, and N′;

(B) $80,100,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$113,600,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for the
procurement and launch of, and supporting
ground systems for, the National Polar-Orbiting
Operational Environmental Satellite System
(NPOESS); and

(C) $189,533,000 for fiscal year 2000 and
$245,609,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for the
procurement and launch of, and supporting
ground systems for, Geostationary Operational
Environmental NEXT follow-on Satellites
(GOES N–Q).

(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Of the amounts author-
ized under paragraph (1), $3,045,000 for fiscal
year 2000 and $2,380,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall
be for National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration Operations Center Rehabilitation
Construction.
SEC. 6. FACILITIES.

There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary to enable the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration to carry out the
Operations, Research, and Facilities environ-
mental research and development and related
activities required to meet recurring facilities op-
erations costs associated with the David Skaggs
Research Center in Boulder, Colorado,
$3,850,000 for fiscal year 2000 and $3,850,000 for
fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 7. ELIGIBILITY FOR AWARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall ex-
clude from consideration for grant agreements
made after fiscal year 1999 by the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, under the
activities for which funds are authorized under
this Act, any person who received funds, other
than those described in subsection (b), appro-
priated for a fiscal year after fiscal year 1999,
under a grant agreement from any Federal
funding source for a project that was not sub-
jected to a competitive, merit-based award proc-
ess, except as specifically authorized by this
Act. Any exclusion from consideration pursuant
to this section shall be effective for a period of
5 years after the person receives such Federal
funds.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the receipt of Federal funds by a per-
son due to the membership of that person in a
class specified by law for which assistance is
awarded to members of the class according to a
formula provided by law.

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘grant agreement’’ means a legal in-
strument whose principal purpose is to transfer
a thing of value to the recipient to carry out a
public purpose of support or stimulation author-
ized by a law of the United States, and does not
include the acquisition (by purchase, lease, or
barter) of property or services for the direct ben-
efit or use of the United States Government.
Such term does not include a cooperative agree-
ment (as such term is used in section 6305 of title
31, United States Code) or a cooperative re-
search and development agreement (as such
term is defined in section 12(d)(1) of the Steven-
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980
(15 U.S.C. 3710a(d)(1))).
SEC. 8. INTERNET AVAILABILITY OF INFORMA-

TION.
The Administrator shall make available

through the Internet home page of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration the
abstracts relating to all research grants and
awards made with funds authorized by this Act.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to re-
quire or permit the release of any information
prohibited by law or regulation from being re-
leased to the public.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
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the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CALVERT:
In section 3(c)(1), insert ‘‘(in all 50 States,

the District of Columbia, and the Terri-
tories)’’ after ‘‘life and property’’.

In section 3(c)(2)—
(1) strike ‘‘(other than a service described

in paragraph (1)(A) or (B))’’;
(2) strike subparagraph (A);
(3) redesignate subparagraph (B) as sub-

paragraph (A);
(4) in subparagraph (A), as so redesignated

by paragraph (3) of this amendment, strike
‘‘lives’’ and insert ‘‘life’’;

(5) at the end of subparagraph (A), as so re-
designated by paragraph (3) of this amend-
ment, strike the period and insert ‘‘; or’’; and

(6) add at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:

(B) the United States Government is obli-
gated to provide such service under inter-
national aviation agreements to provide me-
teorological services and exchange meteoro-
logical information.

Mr. CALVERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I

would like to thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Science.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an
amendment to H.R. 1553. This amend-
ment was crafted in a bipartisan man-
ner with my colleagues, the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO),
the ranking minority member of the
Subcommittee on Energy and Environ-
ment; the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PETERSON), and the gen-
tleman from Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD).
It contains carefully thought out lan-
guage which will ensure that we main-
tain a proper balance between the pro-
tection of life and property while pro-
moting a private sector weather fore-
casting industry.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

As the subcommittee chairman indi-
cated, the gentleman from California
(Mr. CALVERT), we did discuss this
amendment. I am in total support of
the manager’s amendment.

The amendment addresses the major
concerns our constituents in the avia-
tion industry had on the section of the
bill dealing with the duties of the
Weather Service by making clear that
the National Weather Service will con-
tinue to be responsible for providing

weather information that is vital to
protect life and property. Access to re-
liable high-quality weather informa-
tion is essential to maintain the excel-
lent safety record that our aviation in-
dustry has achieved and that the public
expects. The National Weather Serv-
ice’s role in providing this information
in support of our aviation industry will
continue.

The amendment also clarifies that
the U.S. Government, through the Na-
tional Weather Service, will continue
to provide the weather services under
our international aviation agreements.
I know the administration also had
concerns about the language included
in the bill as reported to the House by
the full committee. I believe this
amendment will address those concerns
on the part of the administration and
the aviation industry.

Again, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT), the chairman
of the subcommittee, for offering this
manager’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. TRAFI-
CANT:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new sections:
SEC. 9. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.

No funds authorized pursuant to this Act
may be expended by an entity unless the en-
tity agrees that in expending the assistance
the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a-10c, popularly known as the ‘‘Buy
American Act’’).
SEC. 10. SENSE OF CONGRESS: REQUIREMENT

REGARDING NOTICE.
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-

MENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any
equipment or products that may be author-
ized to be purchased with financial assist-
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense
of the Congress that entities receiving such
assistance should, in expending the assist-
ance, purchase only American-made equip-
ment and products.

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this
Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall pro-
vide to each recipient of the assistance a no-
tice describing the statement made in sub-
section (a) by the Congress.
SEC. 11. PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS.

If it has been finally determined by a court
or Federal agency that any person inten-
tionally affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription, or any inscription
with the same meaning, to any product sold
in or shipped to the United States that is not
made in the United States, such person shall
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub-
contract made with funds provided pursuant
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus-
pension, and ineligibility procedures de-
scribed in section 9.400 through 9.409 of title
48, Code of Federal Regulations.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this
is a buy-American amendment that has
been added to these bills.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a very good buy-American
amendment, and we accept it.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
urge my colleagues to vote for this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HUTCHINSON:
In section 3, insert at the end the following

new subsection:
(d) CLOSING OF LOCAL WEATHER SERVICE

OFFICES.—It is the sense of the Congress that
the National Weather Service must fully
take into account the dangerous and life
threatening nature of weather patterns in
Wind Zone IV, otherwise known as tornado
alley, before making any determination on
the closure of any of its local weather serv-
ice offices.

Mr. HUTCHINSON (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,

first of all, this amendment is some-
thing that I have worked with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT) in regard to, and
I want to thank them for their under-
standing of this important issue.

The amendment is very simple. It ex-
presses the sense of Congress that the
National Weather Service must fully
take into account the dangerous and
life-threatening nature of weather pat-
terns in wind zone number four, other-
wise known as Tornado Alley, before
making any determination on its clo-
sure of any of its local Weather Service
offices.
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This sense of the Congress resolution
is very important because, as we know,
in Oklahoma they have had severe im-
pact, loss of life, because of tornadoes
of devastating impact.

In my State of Arkansas we have had
similar circumstances, and they are
considering and debating whether to
close the local Weather Service office
in Fort Smith. Only a few years ago, in
1996, there was a devastating tornado
that came into Fort Smith and the Van
Buren area which caused a loss of life.
There was inadequate warning that
still embarrasses the Weather Service
because of that.

In fact, on that occasion there was a
local spotter that called the Tulsa of-
fice, which is what we would be under
if we totally closed the Fort Smith of-
fice, and they were told that there was
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a tornado that was spotted in Pocola,
only a few miles from Fort Smith, and
the response from Tulsa was, where is
Pocola? Pocola, of course, is again
within the Fort Smith area. It is dif-
ficult to give an adequate warning
when there is not a grasp of what is
happening on the ground.

So this is a great concern, and this I
believe expresses the sense of Congress
that they have to take into consider-
ation the extraordinarily dangerous
weather patterns in tornado alley, and
the many States that are affected by
the weather patterns in wind zone
number 4.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Arkansas
for yielding to me.

While I commend the modernization
transition committee for their work,
and especially their work regarding the
closure of the Evansville, Indiana of-
fice, I think it is necessary to chronicle
the actual life lost and the loss of prop-
erty as a result of the inadequate serv-
ice provided there.

On April 14 of 1996 an F–2 tornado
struck Warrick County, Indiana, with-
out warning, toppling two rail cars and
tossing a trash dumpster into an elec-
trical transformer at Alcoa’s Warrick
operations.

Subsequently, a Reed, Kentucky
woman was killed by a tornado of
which she had no warning to the locale.
Neither did the tornado in Warrick
County. Likewise, no warning was
given prior to a tornado hitting the
north side of Evansville, Indiana, the
third largest city in the State of Indi-
ana, and damaged two places of busi-
ness.

Then, most recently, an F–2 tornado
touched down in Pike County, Indiana,
with no warning, destroying three
homes.

So I commend the gentleman from
Arkansas for his bringing up this very
important issue, and I ask for his sense
of Congress amendment to be adopted
by the committee and the House.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, with regret, I must
oppose the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON). While not binding, the gentle-
man’s sense of Congress amendment
telling the National Weather Service
that it should not close any local
Weather Service office for any reason
whatsoever is in direct contradiction
to the provisions of existing law. It will
have a chilling effect that could well
bring the service’s modernization ef-
forts to a halt, with potentially disas-
trous consequences for public health
and safety.

I would remind the gentleman from
Arkansas and the gentleman from Indi-
ana that this bill improves forecast ac-
curacy for tornadoes by 10 percent. The
reason we are able to do that without
busting the budget is by making the
Weather Service more efficient.

The Weather Service plan for its
modernization and associated restruc-
turing was approved overwhelmingly
by Congress and signed into law by
President Bush in 1992. Already this
multibillion dollar effort has resulted
in dramatic gains in the service’s capa-
bility to predict severe weather events
such as tornadoes, hurricanes, floods,
severe thunderstorms, damaging hail,
and high winds, and in dramatic gains
in its ability to further ensure the pub-
lic health and safety.

The only way this multibillion dollar
modernization effort was and is afford-
able is because Congress also directed
the Weather Service to consolidate its
sprawling network of local Weather
Service offices. The savings from this
consolidation effort allows the mod-
ernization effort to proceed.

Congress also established an elabo-
rate procedure to ensure that local
Weather Service offices were not closed
in a willy-nilly fashion and were not
subject to partisan politics.

For example, the Secretary of Com-
merce may not close, consolidate,
automate, or relocate any field office
‘‘* * * unless the Secretary has cer-
tified’’, ‘‘certified that such action will
not result in any degradation of serv-
ice.’’

In addition, a public review process
was also established, and, as an addi-
tional protection, Congress created a
12-member modernization transition
committee comprised of five members
representing the National Weather
Service, the Department of Defense,
the Federal Aviation Administration,
and the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency and several members
from civil defense, public safety and
labor organizations, news media, pi-
lots, and farmers. This committee may
review any certification proposed by
the Secretary of Commerce to deter-
mine if a degradation of service might
result.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman’s amendment would have
the implied effect of overriding this
elaborate and fair public process. In ad-
dition, as I said earlier, it would have
a chilling effect that could well bring
the service’s modernization efforts to a
halt with potentially disastrous con-
sequences to public health and safety.

We simply cannot afford to complete
the National Weather Service’s mod-
ernization effort and to operate the
new system without the parallel re-
structuring of Weather Service field of-
fices.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment and to support the com-
mittee’s effort to complete the mod-
ernization.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
just wanted to thank the gentleman for
his comments, and I wanted to remind
the gentleman that a substitute
amendment has been offered, and that
I think it clarifies the objections that
have been expressed by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

So I hope that with the amended
amendment, the substitute amendment
that has been offered, that the gen-
tleman will be able to support it, be-
cause I believe it is consistent with the
goals of the National Weather Service,
but also expresses a sense of Congress
that they have to take into account
the dangerous and life-threatening na-
ture of the weather patterns in wind
zone number 4, and these States that
are impacted by this are Louisiana,
Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, Okla-
homa, Missouri, Indiana, Ohio, Illinois,
Nebraska, Kansas, Iowa, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Arkansas, Michigan, Tennessee,
and Georgia.

So Members can see the States im-
pacted by wind zone number 4 are sig-
nificant, and we ask the House or
would ask the chairman hopefully to be
able to support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 175, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) will be postponed.

Are there further amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COSTELLO

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COSTELLO:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION INCREASE.

Each of the amounts authorized for fiscal
year 2001 by this Act, except for the amounts
authorized by sections 3(b), 4(b), and 5(b),
shall be increased by 3 percent.

Mr. COSTELLO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, my

amendment prevents a cut in services
performed by the National Weather
Service in FY 2001. The bill before us
today leaves funding for NOAA pro-
grams flat from FY 2000 to FY 2001. My
amendment would increase the author-
ized levels for FY 2001 by a modest 3
percent.

Construction and procurement ac-
counts are excluded from this increase
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because in those areas authorization
levels are consistent with real pro-
jected outyear numbers. My amend-
ment would increase the bill’s total au-
thorization level by just under $27 mil-
lion. If we are able to avoid major dam-
age from just one major weather event
in fiscal year 2001, this investment will
have paid off many times over.

There are few programs that match
the success of the National Weather
Service. The recent tragedy in Okla-
homa, where deadly tornadoes leveled
residential communities, is our most
recent example of the importance that
timely and accurate weather fore-
casting plays in our lives. The extra 15
to 20 minutes of warning that our in-
vestments in forecasting and pre-
diction research and in technology im-
provements at NOAA saved lives.

The May 6 issue of USA Today con-
tained an editorial which provided the
statistics on storm-related deaths from
the 1950s until today. The number of
storm-related deaths has decreased by
two-thirds over the past 40 years.
Weather Service programs cost each
taxpayer a few dollars per year. This is
a modest price to pay for the protec-
tion of life and property.

The level of increased funding pro-
vided in my amendment is consistent
with the committee’s past views and
estimates, which called for a 3 percent
increase for FY 1998, a 4 percent in-
crease in FY 1999, and a 3 percent in-
crease for FY 2000. Almost all of the
members of the Committee on Science
supported these increases. I have pur-
posely stayed within the Chairman’s
preferred range of increases.

The increased funding is also con-
sistent with the increases the com-
mittee is providing in the authoriza-
tion bills for other agencies and depart-
ments under our jurisdiction.

The committee has made a commit-
ment, through the Science Policy Re-
port conducted by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), to ‘‘stable and
sustainable Federal R&D funding’’ over
the next 5 years. Sustainability is not
achieved if we let inflation erode the
funding levels.

This amendment meets the stability
and sustainability tests set out by my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. In fact, Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER) has rightfully, in my
opinion, criticized the administration
on several occasions for failing to pro-
vide adequate outyear funding in its
budget request leading to net declines
in inflation-adjusted funding. Flat
funding means that all the increased
inflationary costs for doing work will
be absorbed by Weather Service pro-
grams leading to an effective cut in
funding.

Finally, by providing a modest in-
crease of 3 percent, consistent with the
policy of the committee, in FY 2001 au-
thorized levels for Weather Service
programs, we send a strong signal to
the administration and the Committee
on Appropriations that we value

NOAA’s Weather Service programs, and
that we want to continue to provide
stable funding to support these pro-
grams.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO), which would add nearly $27
million to the bill’s already generous
fiscal year 2001 authorization level.

This bill recommends an increase of
$61.1 million, or 4.6 percent, above the
fiscal 1999 appropriated level for fiscal
year 2000, then an additional increase
of $67.1 million, or 4.8 percent, above
the fiscal 2000 recommended level for
fiscal year 2001.

It is consistent with the administra-
tion’s request, and also consistent with
my pledge to provide stable and sus-
tainable R&D funding over the next 5
years for programs under the Com-
mittee on Science’s jurisdiction.

I would just point out that I have
been talking about 3 percent increases
overall for science. This bill has 4.6 per-
cent in the first year and 4.8 percent in
the second year, which is over that rec-
ommended amount.

While I understand the gentleman’s
amendment is well-intentioned, I also
believe it is unwise, while we are try-
ing to sustain the balanced budget caps
in order to preserve and protect social
security. I simply cannot be a party to
an amendment that threatens the well-
being of our senior citizens, and con-
sequently, I urge rejection of the
Costello amendment.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of this
amendment offered by my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO). It would increase author-
ization levels for the National Weather
Service and the atmospheric research
functions of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration by 3 per-
cent in fiscal year 2001.

As it stands, this bill includes no in-
creases in program accounts from fis-
cal year 2000 to 2001. I believe that will
be insufficient to provide for the real
needs of our Nation.

With no allowance for inflation, this
flat funding authorization will produce
a decline in the real work being done
by NOAA. The nominal dollars from
fiscal year 2000 to 2001 appear to be the
same, but the level of service it sup-
ported will decline, in real terms.

With a major NOAA facility in my
district in Boulder, Colorado, I want to
avoid this real decline in the level of
funding and services.

The Space Environment Center that
detects solar storms which can inter-
fere with the operations of our utility
companies and cell phones is based also
in Boulder. The Forecast Systems Lab,
which worked with the Weather Serv-
ice to develop the advanced weather
interactive processing system, or the
radar system that is now used across
our country, is also based in Boulder.
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But this decline in funding and serv-
ices will affect other Members’ dis-
tricts as well, and the impact of re-
duced funds on NOAA’s Weather Serv-
ice and its studies on atmospheric and
environmental change will be felt na-
tionwide.

The Costello amendment will result
in an increase in program authoriza-
tions of less than $27 million. The level
of increase is consistent with the com-
mittee’s past reviews and estimates,
and those are produced by the major-
ity. The majority endorsed a 3 percent
increase in fiscal 1998 and fiscal 2000
and a 4 percent increase in fiscal year
1999. Furthermore, in a February re-
port the majority criticized as too low
the out-year numbers and the Presi-
dent’s request for programs under the
Committee on Science’s jurisdiction.

I would add that the Costello amend-
ment is consistent with the findings in
the report on Federal Science policy of
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS). That report called for stable
and substantial funding for science pro-
grams. But it is hard to see how fund-
ing can be stable and substantial if we
routinely let inflation eat away at our
programs.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this
amendment. As it stands, the bill does
not enable NOAA and the National
Weather Service to do their jobs. We
must not marginalize these important
programs.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, let
me respond to the increase in FY 2000
and FY 2001 of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER).
The increases, in fact the percentages
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER) gave are in
fact accurate.

But the point that needs to be made
here is that the increases are for con-
struction and procurement. There are
no increases for programs. So the point
is that the increases are going to con-
struction and procurement. There are
no increases in FY 2001 for programs.
In effect, the inflation factor will re-
quire a cut in program funding for that
fiscal year.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. COSTELLO).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I

withdraw my demand for a recorded
vote, and I ask for a division.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HUTCHINSON)
there were—ayes 5, noes 0.

So the amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are

there further amendments?
If not, the question is on the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of the
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. COX)
having assumed the chair, Mr. PEASE,
Chairman pro tempore of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1553) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2000 and fiscal
year 2001 for the National Weather
Service, Atmospheric Research, and
National Environmental Satellite,
Data and Information Service activi-
ties of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 175, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole?

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a separate vote on the so-called
Costello amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other
amendment?

If not, the Clerk will report the
amendment on which a separate vote
has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION INCREASE.

Each of the amounts authorized for fiscal
year 2001 by this Act, except for the amounts
authorized by sections 3(b), 4(b), and 5(b),
shall be increased by 3 percent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CALVERT)
there were—ayes 3, noes 5.

So the amendment was rejected.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute as amended, was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1553, NA-
TIONAL WEATHER SERVICE AND
RELATED AGENCIES AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1999

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Clerk be authorized to make technical
corrections in the engrossment of the
bill to reflect the actions of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on the bill, H.R. 1553.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

PUT SOCIAL SECURITY FIRST AND
POLITICS SECOND

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I said yesterday in my Social Secu-
rity Task Force meeting that I was
going to do some yelling and screaming
about encouraging the American peo-
ple and this Congress to move ahead
with Social Security reform. If the
American people decide that there
should be Social Security reform, then
we will do it.

That is what happens in Washington.
We have made a tremendous stride for-
ward in saying we are not going to
spend the Social Security surpluses for
other government expenditures. But if
nobody cares, this body and the Presi-
dent are going to spend that money.

I think it is so important that every
community, every senior citizen, every
young person that is going to end up
paying this bill start being active,
start writing their legislators, start
writing the President, because we have
got to put Social Security first and put
politics second.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SOUDER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.

f

IN MEMORY OF CHIEF WARRANT
OFFICER THREE DAVID ALLAN
GIBBS

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, today,
Chief Warrant Officer Three David
Allan Gibbs was laid to rest in Arling-
ton Cemetery in a very moving cere-
mony. He was fondly remembered by
family, friends, and colleagues for his
bravery and selfless dedication to his
country.

David Gibbs entered the United
States Marine Corps in 1980 after grad-
uating from Washington High School
in Massillon, Ohio. He served in a num-
ber of posts both at home and overseas
before transferring to the United
States Army in 1985.

It was in the Army that David was
able to pursue his dream of flying, and
he soon became a helicopter pilot of
the AH–1 Cobra and later the Apache.
As a pilot, he served in Operation
Desert Shield and Desert Storm where
he earned the Bronze Star Metal.

David Gibbs died in Albania on May
5, 1999, serving on Task Force Hawk as
part of the NATO mission in the Bal-
kans. He is survived by his wife Jean,
daughters Allison and Megan, son
David, mother Dorothy, brother Chuck,
and sister Pam.

David Gibbs represents what is best
about this country, that young people
follow their dreams, stand up for the
ideals in which they believe, and in
doing so make us all proud and humble.
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TRIBUTE TO U.S. ARMY CHIEF
WARRANT OFFICER KEVIN
REICHERT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to an American hero,
U.S. Army Chief Warrant Officer Kevin
Reichert.

Last week I attended Officer
Reichert’s funeral in his hometown of
Chetek, Wisconsin, a small town of
2,000 people in the northern part of my
congressional district.

Chetek is like any small town in
rural America. When a member of the
community is recognized for out-
standing deeds, everyone shares in the
pride and joy; and when tragedy
strikes, the community shares in the
grief. It is unfortunate that last week
the people of Chetek came together to
bury a hometown hero.

Kevin Reichert lost his life, along
with his copilot Chief Warrant Officer
David Gibbs, during an Apache flight-
training mission in Albania while in
support of Operation Allied Force.
These two men were stationed in
Illesheim, Germany, with their fami-
lies and were the first American cas-
ualties of Operation Allied Force in
Yugoslavia.

Mr. Speaker, Officer Reichert began
his military career in the United
States Air Force, where he served with
great pride and honor. He later trans-
ferred to the U.S. Army in order to re-
alize his lifelong dream of flying. Kevin
was accepted to an Army aviation
flight program. He later distinguished
himself as an outstanding and deco-
rated officer. His commitment to his
country was an inspiration to those
who served with him.

When I attended Kevin’s funeral, I
had the opportunity to speak with
Chief Warrant Officer Paul Clark, who
lived with Kevin in Illesheim and
served with him in Albania. In his eu-
logy, Officer Clark honored his fallen
fellow soldier by saying, ‘‘Kevin always
answered the call. He always cared
about everyone. He was proud of what
he did and his unit was proud of him.’’

Other pilots in Kevin’s squadron said
that he took great pride in every task
that he was given. One pilot even said
that Kevin was considered peacemaker
of the troop.

Kevin was a devoted husband to his
wife Ridgeley and a loving father of
their three children, daughter Carrisa,
and sons Christopher and Colten. In
Chetek, family, friends and teachers
remember him as a young man who al-
ways contributed to his community
and was never shaken by adversity.

While growing up in Chetek, Kevin
displayed early signs of his desire to
serve his country and fly. One of his
biggest hobbies in high school was fly-
ing model airplanes. Kevin was so com-
mitted to realizing his dream of flying

that he enlisted in the Air Force just
one year before graduating from high
school. Shortly after basic training,
Kevin returned to Chetek in his uni-
form to thank those who had helped
him along his way.

The teachers at Chetek High School
remembered him as a young man with
an incredible desire to learn and a will-
ingness to contribute to the world in
which he lived. He touched many lives,
and those who had contact with him
were proud to call him their friend.

This young man from western Wis-
consin wanted nothing more than to
provide for his family, to serve his
country, and to fly helicopters. He was
the son every mother wants, the stu-
dent every teacher dreams of, the hus-
band and father every family needs,
and the soldier every Nation must
have.

Mr. Speaker, this tragic accident re-
minds us that all men and women in
our Armed Forces operate in dangerous
conditions every day to carry out their
mission. It reinforces our respect for
the sacrifices that they and their fami-
lies make in order to serve our country
and protect our Nation’s interests
across the globe.

Kevin Reichert’s death is a great loss
to our Nation and to our community in
western Wisconsin. Our Nation owes
Officer Reichert and his family a debt
of gratitude that can never be repaid.
His service to our country and his ulti-
mate sacrifice will not be forgotten.

Blessed are the peacemakers, for
they are called the sons of God. And
God bless Kevin Reichert, Officer David
Gibb, and their families. And God bless
all our young men and women in our
Armed Forces throughout the globe
who are serving our Nation and pro-
tecting our freedom.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4, DECLARATION OF POLICY
OF UNITED STATES CONCERNING
NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE
DEPLOYMENT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106–150) on
the resolution (H. Res. 179) providing
for the consideration of the Senate
amendment to the bill (H.R. 4) to de-
clare it to be the policy of the United
States to deploy a national missile de-
fense, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 883, AMERICAN LAND SOV-
EREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 106–151) on
the resolution (H. Res. 180) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 883)
to preserve the sovereignty of the
United States over public lands and ac-
quired lands owned by the United

States, and to preserve State sov-
ereignty and private property rights in
non-Federal lands surrounding those
public lands and acquired lands, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
f

TRIBUTE TO CALVIN EDWIN
RIPKEN, SR.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. EHRLICH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I would
also like to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) for a fine job there on behalf
of the chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor
Calvin Edwin Ripken, Sr., born on De-
cember 17, 1935, in Harford County,
Maryland, at a place designated on
Harford County maps circa 1940 as
‘‘Ripken’s Corner.’’

At the age of nine, young Cal was left
fatherless due to an accident that took
the life of his father, Arend, at the
intersection of U.S. 40 and Maryland
Route 7 in Harford County. Fostered by
two older brothers, Ollie, 18 years his
senior, and Bill, some 10 years older,
Cal followed his brothers to every sand
lot game they played in the old Sus-
quehanna League.

At the age of 12, Cal became the
batboy of the Aberdeen Canners, a
semi-pro baseball club playing in that
same Susquehanna League. One day
when his signs were being stolen by an
opposing team, Manager Fred Baldwin
asked young Ripken, ‘‘Boy, do you
know how to give signs?’’ Calvin said,
‘‘yes.’’ So for the next 2 years, young
Cal gave the signs sitting on top of the
bats. No one ever figured out where the
signs were coming from.

In 1953, Cal Sr. graduated from Aber-
deen High School and was offered a soc-
cer scholarship to Washington College
in Chestertown, Maryland.

Cal Sr.’s baseball team began when
he played for those same Canners in
1955 and 1956. He was a catcher, the
same position his older brother, Ollie,
had held years before. In 1957, Cal ac-
cepted a minor league contract with
the Baltimore Orioles and was sent to
play in Phoenix, Arizona.

On November 30, 1957, Cal married
Violet Gross, a marriage that produced
four children in Elly, Cal Jr., Fred, and
Bill. Cal Sr. subsequently progressed
through the Orioles’ minor league sys-
tem until spring training of 1961. Dur-
ing a game as a member of the Roch-
ester Red Wings, Cal was struck by foul
tips twice in succession on the right
shoulder, causing a disabling injury.
Following a short rehabilitation stay
in Little Rock, Arkansas, Cal was
given the opportunity to turn his tal-
ents to managing and became, at 25
years old, the youngest manager in the
Orioles’ system. From there he rose
through that system to become the
Orioles’ third base coach. And then, in
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1987, he became manager of the Balti-
more Orioles, the team he so dearly
loved.

Cal Ripken, Sr., and Cal Ripken, Jr.,
represent the first ever father-son
teammates to win a World Series, in
1983. In addition, Cal Sr. is the first
manager to ever manage two sons, Cal
Jr. and Billy, on the same major league
baseball team at the same time.

On March 25, 1999, at the age of 63,
Cal Sr. succumbed to lung cancer. Cal
Sr. never moved away from his home-
town. There he was not known as the
father of Cal Jr. but as a neighbor who
would help anyone who was in need.
After his retirement from baseball, Cal
remained involved in the community
by lending his support to many causes.
Specifically, Cal and Vi dedicated their
time and money to many charities, in-
cluding the Maryland Special Olympics
and the Boys and Girls Clubs of Har-
ford County.

Cal also hosted an annual instruc-
tional baseball camp for youngsters
who wanted to learn how to play the
game of baseball. Cal Sr. loved to teach
and would spend countless hours help-
ing those who wanted to learn from
this man, who had spent his entire life
in the game of baseball.

Cal Sr. and Vi were the driving force
behind the Boys and Girls Clubs of Har-
ford County in Maryland. Recently, the
Justice Department granted the Boys
and Girls Clubs $77,777.77 in memory of
Cal Sr. The sevens symbolize the num-
ber worn by Cal Sr. on the baseball
field. The number 7 is now etched in-
side the third base coach’s box at Cam-
den Yards.

I offer my sincerest sympathies to
Cal’s wife Vi, his children, Cal Jr.,
Billy, Fred, and Ellen. The loss of Cal
Sr. is felt by all who admired this great
man who gave back so much to his
community.
f

PILT PAYMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. HILL) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker,
as my colleague knows, I have the
great honor and great privilege of rep-
resenting the State of Montana here in
the House of Representatives.

Montana is one of the largest dis-
tricts, both in population and area, in
the Congress. I represent an area of
148,000 square miles and approximately
900,000 people.

Mr. Speaker, about 30 percent of
Montana is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment; and that is about 421⁄2 thou-
sand square miles, or 27.2 million
square acres. To put that into perspec-
tive, Mr. Speaker, the Federal lands in
Montana is about equivalent to the size
of the entire State of Kentucky or the
entire State of Louisiana, or Mis-
sissippi, New York, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, Tennessee, and Virginia.

As you colleagues know, Mr. Speak-
er, State and local governments are

prohibited from taxing Federal lands.
But State and local governments are
obligated to provide services: law en-
forcement services, fire protection,
search and rescue, schools, hospitals,
and other emergency services.

The Federal Government com-
pensates local governments really in
two ways. One, it makes payments to
State and local governments in lieu of
taxes. We call this PILT payments. In
addition to that, the Federal Govern-
ment provides for revenue sharing. The
receipts and certain income from the
development of resources go to State
and local governments. Certain min-
erals, timber harvest, oil and gas
leases, even a portion of outfitter fees,
25 percent, go to State and local gov-
ernments.

But, Mr. Speaker, the PILT pay-
ments, the payment in lieu of taxes
payments, in Montana is about 17 cents
per acre of Federal land. Private land
in Montana, on average, produces reve-
nues to State and local governments of
about $1.48. So the PILT payments are
not much more than 10 percent of what
private taxes would produce.

In 1995, the Congress authorized the
first increase in PILT payments in over
20 years. However, Congress has failed
to appropriate the full level of PILT
payments authorized and the Clinton
administration has never requested the
full level of funding.

But even more troubling is the Clin-
ton administration has been locking up
the public lands by dramatic reduc-
tions in timber harvest, withdraw of
mineral districts, the shutting down of
oil and gas expiration, and the closing
of public lands for recreation and for
tourism, and that has further reduced
the revenues and income to State and
local government.

More troubling than that even, the
Clinton administration recently pro-
posed the ending of revenue sharing ar-
rangements altogether. Mr. Speaker,
this proposal has been opposed by local
governments and it has been opposed
by the Montana legislature.

Mr. Speaker, what this resolution
says is that Montana local govern-
ments, Montana State government op-
poses the Clinton administration’s
policies of closing down the public
lands and failure to fulfill its obliga-
tions under PILT payments. We have
to restore resource development, Mr.
Speaker, and we have to fully fund the
PILT payments.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a copy of the resolution passed
with 119 votes in the Montana 1998 leg-
islature.

MONTANA STATE CAPITOL,
Helena, MT, March 31, 1999.

Hon. RICK HILL,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HILL: On behalf of
the State of Montana it is my honor and
duty to send you the attached copy of House
Joint Resolution 19 for your information.

House Joint Resolution 19 is urging the
full funding of payments in lieu of taxes on
federal land in Montana, the proper harvest
of the allowable sale quota for timber, and a

renewal of the federal governments’ compact
with state and local governments to con-
tribute a fair share of taxes on federal land
in Montana.

On behalf of the Speaker of the House, the
President of the Senate and all of the mem-
bers of these esteemed bodies, I thank you
for your consideration of this resolution.

Sincerely,
MIKE COONEY,
Secretary of State.

Enclosure.

A JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE SENATE AND THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE
OF MONTANA URGING THE FULL FUNDING OF
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES ON FEDERAL
LAND IN MONTANA, THE PROPER HARVEST OF
THE ALLOWABLE SALE QUOTA FOR TIMBER,
AND A RENEWAL OF THE FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT’S COMPACT WITH STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS TO CONTRIBUTE A FAIR
SHARE OF TAXES ON FEDERAL LAND IN MON-
TANA

Whereas, the ability of Montana’s economy
has historically been dependent on use of our
abundant natural resources; and

Whereas, the natural resource harvest has
contributed billions of dollars to Montana’s
economy by providing employment opportu-
nities to members of our communities and
by supporting our business communities; and

Whereas, revenue from industries related
to natural resource harvest has produced
taxes for the support of local and state gov-
ernments; and

Whereas, the federal government has long
recognized the importance of supporting
local governments in counties where the
United States controls management of pub-
lic lands by reimbursing state and local gov-
ernments by payments in lieu of taxes
(PILT); and

Whereas, a variety of federal legislation,
such as the Forest Reserve Act of 1890 sought
to make equitable distribution to counties
and to the education system of 25% of net
proceeds derived by the sale of resources har-
vested on federal land; and

Whereas, the federal government is now re-
ducing the volume of timber cut in relation
to the allowable sale quotas (ASQ), redistrib-
uting funds historically contained in the 25%
fund (outfitter fees), reducing its commit-
ment to full funding of PILT, which was re-
duced from 100% in 1994 to 53% in 1998, and
redefining its commitment to states and
counties ( a decoupling effort to overturn the
1890 Forest Reserve Act); and

Whereas, this effort has and will cause ir-
reparable financial harm to state and local
governments, our natural resource indus-
tries, and employment opportunities for
Montanans.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate
and the House of Representatives of the
State of Montana:

That the Legislature of the State of Mon-
tana petition the U.S. Congress to ensure a
full commitment by the federal government
to full funding of PILT, a commitment to-
ward the proper harvest of the natural re-
source base by way of already adopted ASQ,
and a renewal of its compact with states and
local governments to contribute to the fed-
eral government’s fair share in taxes on land
present in Montana but retained by the fed-
eral government.

Be it further resolved, that the Secretary of
State send copies of this resolution to the
President of the United States, the Sec-
retary of State of the United States, the
President of the United States Senate, the
Speaker of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, the Western Governors’ Asso-
ciation, and the Montana Congressional Del-
egation.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3363May 19, 1999
ENACT THE DIABETES RESEARCH

WORKING GROUP REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, 2
months ago the Diabetes Research
Working Group released its report enti-
tled ‘‘Conquering Diabetes: A Strategic
Plan for the 21st Century.’’ This docu-
ment was a result of over a year of ef-
fort on the part of 12 scientific experts
and four representatives from the lay
diabetes community. Support was pro-
vided by dozens of other individuals
both from within the National Insti-
tutes of Health and from outside the
NIH.

The Working Group was established
by Congress as part of the Fiscal Year
1998 Appropriations Act and based on
legislation I introduced in the last ses-
sion of Congress. It requested that NIH
establish the Group to develop a com-
prehensive plan for NIH-funded diabe-
tes research.

Dr. Ronald Kahn is an outstanding
physician and scientist. He was se-
lected the chairman of the group. He
has spent literally thousands of hours
meeting and talking with countless in-
dividuals to establish a consensus on
the direction of diabetes research. The
report has exceeded all expectations. It
clearly details the magnitude of the
disease both on the individual and on
our society.

On an individual level, diabetes af-
fects virtually every tissue of the body
with severe damage. Since 1980, the
age-adjusted death rate due to diabetes
has increased by 30 percent, while the
death rate has fallen for other common
diseases, such as cardiovascular disease
and stroke.

b 1815

Diabetes affects about 16 million
Americans, with 800,000 new cases diag-
nosed each year. The societal impact is
likewise staggering. One in four Medi-
care dollars are spent to treat people
with diabetes. And over one in 10
health care dollars spent are spent for
diabetes. In economic terms, the cost
to society is over $105 billion each year.

The report identifies five areas of ex-
traordinary research opportunities for
making progress in understanding and
treating and ultimately preventing and
curing diabetes. These five areas are
the genetics of diabetes and its com-
plications; autoimmunity and the beta
cell; cell signaling and cell regulation;
obesity; and clinical trials and re-
search. Within each area, specific re-
search recommendations are made, and
in all areas rapid advancements are an-
ticipated.

Finally, ‘‘Conquering Diabetes,’’ the
name of this report, presents an anal-
ysis of current spending and estimates,
program-by-program, of the cost of im-
plementing each opportunity. Current
spending, the group reports, is far short
of what is required to make progress on

this complex and difficult problem.
They calculate that an increase of $384
million in fiscal year 2000, rising to
$1.166 billion in fiscal year 2004 is,
quote, required to have a robust and ef-
fective diabetes research effort, one
which will reduce the rising burden
created by this debilitating disease.

The release of the report has gen-
erated extraordinary interest among
the scientific community, Mr. Speaker.
Some argue that advances in research
must be present to generate an in-
creased NIH portfolio, while others
argue that the presence of research dol-
lars will generate advances as in the
case of AIDS. By either standard, the
time to establish a national commit-
ment to diabetes research is now.

Mr. Speaker, Congress must seize
upon the momentum in diabetes re-
search and fully enact the Diabetes Re-
search Working Group Report rec-
ommendations. It will take a commit-
ment of $827 million in the next fiscal
year. The scientific community has
united to develop a concrete plan and
now it is up to the Congress to unite to
make this plan a reality.

I must conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
saying that this is a very important
initiative for our country. I know it is
going to be a difficult year economi-
cally for the appropriations sub-
committee that has to deal with this
issue, but I must say it is in the Na-
tion’s best interest, it is in the interest
of scientific research and the diabetic
and all the complications that come
from diabetes that the Congress step
up and say $827 million is the number.
I urge my colleagues to support this
initiative in the House.
f

PROPOSED LEGISLATION SEEKS
TO DEAL WITH HIGH COST OF
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS TO NA-
TION’S SENIORS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
talk tonight about prescription drugs,
about the high cost they represent to
many seniors across this country, and
about legislation that I have intro-
duced in the House that will solve a
good part, or allow substantial dis-
counts on the cost of prescription
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries.

But first a little history. Last June I
asked for a report to be done by the mi-
nority staff, the Democratic staff, of
the Committee on Government Reform
on which I sit. I asked for that study to
be done on prescription drugs, for one
reason. Every time I spoke to seniors
in my district back in Maine, I always
heard the same questions: What can we
do about the high cost of prescription
drugs?

I remember distinctly one gentleman
down in Sanford who stood up and said,
‘‘You know, I’m spending $200 a month

now on my prescription medication.
My doctor just told me that I have to
take another pill. The cost is $100 a
month, and I’m not going to take it,
because I simply can’t afford to spend
that additional $100.’’

I heard that over and over again from
seniors who simply could not afford to
take the medication that their doctors
told them they had to take. It is a seri-
ous problem across this country. Let us
look at some of the numbers.

Many seniors, as this chart shows,
simply cannot afford to take the medi-
cation their doctors prescribe. Seniors
are 12 percent of the population in this
country, but they use 33 percent of all
prescription drugs. Approximately 37
percent of all seniors have no coverage
at all for prescription drugs.

In fact, there are many seniors who
do have some coverage, perhaps under
a MediGap policy, but that coverage
really does not do them very much
good. For example, they may have a
deductible of $250, a co-pay of 50 per-
cent, and a cap of $1,200 or $1,500 per
year. That does not do people who are
paying $5,000 a year for their prescrip-
tion drugs much good at all.

The average drug expenditure for
Medicare beneficiaries is $942 per year.
But in listening to seniors in my dis-
trict in Maine, many are spending
much more than that. In fact, many
cannot afford to take the drugs that
their doctor prescribes. So what do
they do? One thing they do is they take
one pill out of three, they mix and
match, they cut a pill in half, they try
to get by by taking some of their drugs
but not all of their drugs.

It is a serious health care problem.
We have reason to believe that it is
sending people to the hospital, where
expenses are high, who really do not
need to go there if they could afford to
take their medications. Thirteen per-
cent of older Americans, that is almost
5 million people, report that they were
forced to choose between buying food
and buying medicine.

Let me give my colleagues a couple
of stories. I hear from women in my
district, they send me letters that say,
‘‘I don’t want my husband to know, but
I am not taking my prescription medi-
cation, because my husband’s sicker
than I am and we can’t afford both his
medication and my medication. So I’m
not taking mine.’’

Back in July of 1998 when I did the
first report on the study I will describe
in a moment, I got a letter from a
woman who sent me a letter saying,
‘‘I’m writing to you because I don’t
know where else to turn. Here is a list
of the prescription medications that
my husband and I are supposed to take
every month.’’ The bottom line in
prices was $650 per month. ‘‘And here,’’
she said, ‘‘are our two monthly Social
Security statements that represent all
of our monthly income.’’ The bottom
line was $1,350. You cannot spend $650
of a $1,300 a month income on prescrip-
tion drugs. You simply cannot do it.
People cannot live like that. So they
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are making choices that represent seri-
ous health risks to them.

Now, let me look at the study. I want
to talk about a report that the Com-
mittee on Government Reform Demo-
cratic staff did. We went into the First
District in Maine and asked questions.
We wanted to compare the price that
the manufacturers, the prescription
drug manufacturers, give to their best
customers, compared to the price that
seniors pay in my district at the retail
pharmacy level.

Here is how we did it. We looked at
the price that the VA gets for its medi-
cations, the price that Medicaid gets
for its medications, we looked at the
price that large drug wholesalers get.
Then we tried to figure out as best we
could what hospitals and big HMOs get
for a discount. Then we went and
looked up the prices at the local retail
level.

Here is what we found. The average
retail drug prices for older Americans
are almost twice as high as the prices
that drug companies charge their most
favored customers. We did not pick the
drugs to investigate arbitrarily. We
simply picked the five most commonly
prescribed prescription drugs for sen-
iors. These are branded prescription
drugs.

You can see that there is Zocor, man-
ufactured by Merck; Norvasc, manufac-
tured by Pfizer; Prilosec, manufactured
by Astra and Merck; Procardia XL, a
Pfizer drug; and Zoloft, another Pfizer
drug. The prices for favored customers,
the best prices at which these pharma-
ceutical drugs are sold, for Zocor was
$34.80. This is now a nationwide study,
not just the First District of Maine.
The retail price nationwide for seniors
is $107.07. The price differential is 208
percent. Look at Norvasc. The price for
favored customers, $59.71; the retail
price for seniors $116.64, 95 percent
higher than the price for favored cus-
tomers. Prilosec, the price for favored
customers is $59.10; the retail price for
seniors, $114.56, a 94 percent increase.
Procardia, $68.35 to favored customers;
$130.33 at the retail price for seniors
across this country, a 91 percent price
differential. Zoloft, $115.70 for favored
customers; and retail prices for seniors,
$220.45, a 91 percent differential.

In short, for the five most commonly
prescribed prescription drugs for sen-
iors, seniors when they walk into a
pharmacy, when they walk in without
prescription drug coverage, they are
paying 116 percent of the price that the
favored customers of the drug compa-
nies are getting. Now, those favored
customers are hospitals, big HMOs, and
the Federal Government through the
VA and through Medicaid.

That study, which was done first in
Maine, has now been replicated in over
40 districts around this country, all of
them at the request of Democratic
Members of the House of Representa-
tives who asked for the study. The re-
sults are the same. That differential
means that seniors on average are pay-
ing more than twice as much as the
drug companies’ best customers.

Now, there are some prices that are
even higher than that. Here is a price,
a chart showing that the price for
Ticlid for favored customers is a little
bit over $30, but it is $105 for older
Americans. Synthroid, a prescription
drug that costs about $2 to favored cus-
tomers, is around $30 for seniors, a
huge differential, almost 1,500 percent.
Micronase has a differential, its cost
according to this chart, $7 or $8 as best
we can tell, about $40 for older Ameri-
cans.

That is happening all across this
country. Older Americans are paying
inflated prices for their prescription
medication. What did our study show
about who is getting all the money?
The study showed that the pharmacies
are not the problem.

The pharmacies in all of these stud-
ies are making a markup, to be sure,
but a markup that ranges between 3
percent and 22 percent on their pre-
scription medications. They are get-
ting, in other words, an ordinary mark-
up, and they are getting that markup
because at the retail pharmacy level
we are dealing with a competitive mar-
ket. People can choose to go to a num-
ber of different pharmacies in their
area.

When we talk to seniors, we find that
they are in fact price shopping. Their
price shopping has become more des-
perate, more anxious now than it was
in the past because, frankly, they are
having a harder and harder time pay-
ing their bills. The bottom line is, of
that 116 percent price differential,
maybe 25 percent maximum is going to
the pharmacies. That means some-
where around 90 percent or so is going
straight to the manufacturers.

Now, is the pharmaceutical industry
an industry about which we need to
have grave concerns? I suggest not.
Why do I say that? Fortune magazine
reports that the most profitable indus-
try in the country by any measure is
the pharmaceutical industry. This
chart is hard to read, but if we look at
profitability as return on revenues, the
number one industry is pharma-
ceuticals, with an 18.5 percent return
in 1998. The next most profitable indus-
try on that is commercial banks at
something like 13 percent.

If you look at return on assets, an-
other way of measuring profitability,
the pharmaceuticals are at 16.6 per-
cent. Soaps and cosmetics are the sec-
ond most profitable industry at 11 per-
cent. If we look at return on equity,
the number one again is pharma-
ceuticals at 39.4 percent. Soaps and
cosmetics are at 35 percent.
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No matter how we look at this sub-
ject, we are talking about the most
profitable industry in the country
charging the highest prices in the
country to seniors who do not have
prescription drug coverage.

If we look out beyond this country,
we will find, as we have done studies
comparing prices here versus prices in

Canada and prices in Mexico, that the
highest prices for prescription drugs in
the world are charged in the United
States, and within the United States
the highest prices in the country are
charged to those seniors who do not
have any insurance for their prescrip-
tion drugs.

Now what is one possible way to deal
with this problem?

In developing this legislation we
worked with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN), the ranking
Democrat on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY),
a Democrat, and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER), a Democrat, to
put together legislation. I have spon-
sored the Prescription Drug Fairness
for Seniors Act. It is H.R. 664, and here
are the basic provisions:

H.R. 664 would allow pharmacies to
buy drugs for Medicare beneficiaries at
the best price given to the Federal
Government, and the best price is usu-
ally a price that is charged to the Vet-
erans Administration or Medicaid or
some other program. What the bill does
is it gives senior citizens the benefit of
the same discount received by hos-
pitals, big HMOs and the Federal Gov-
ernment. What is unique about this
legislation is that it does not cost the
Federal Government any significant
amount of money. We can achieve a 30
to 40 percent discount in prescription
drug prices at no significant cost to the
Federal Government, and how does
that happen? Because it happens this
way:

All we are saying is that the Federal
Government should be the negotiating
agent, the buying agent, for people who
are already participants in a Federal
health care plan: Medicare. The Fed-
eral Government already provides for
hospital care and doctors care and
other benefits, but Medicare does not
provide any funds at all for outpatient
prescription drug coverage.

Why is that? Well, back in 1965 when
Medicare was created, prescription
drugs did not cost anything. There
were not, frankly, that many drugs
with the potency and effectiveness of
drugs that are available today, and the
pharmaceutical industry gets a great
deal of credit for developing many new
drugs that have improved the quality
of life for people. But if someone can-
not afford to buy the drugs, they do not
do them any good.

H.R. 664 does not establish a new Fed-
eral bureaucracy, it does not cost any
significant amount of money, but it
would reduce prescription drugs for
Medicare beneficiaries by 30 or even 40
percent.

This is a bill that has broad support
in the Democratic Caucus. There are
111 cosponsors to this bill, the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS),
our Independent, and Democrats all
across this country have lined up to
say we want to reduce the cost of pre-
scription drugs for seniors. To date,
not one single Republican has cospon-
sored this legislation.
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The bill has been introduced in the

Senate by Senators TED KENNEDY and
TIM JOHNSON, but again not one single
Republican has stood up for senior citi-
zens against the pharmaceutical indus-
try. It is not happening, and people
need to ask why. Because a bill that
provides a benefit of that magnitude, a
30 percent discount, and yet costs the
Federal Government no significant
amount of money is not objectionable.

Now, one of the things that I found is
that, and it has been interesting, is
that as the prescription drug studies
have been replicated around the coun-
try, people begin to understand that
there is a solution out there. This is
part of the solution. A Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit of some kind is
another part of the prescription. But
the fact is that here is something that
can be done right now. We do not need
comprehensive Medicare reform in
order to give seniors a discount that
other people in the society already get.

I am pleased to see so many of my
colleagues here tonight. I promised the
first person here that she would be able
to stand up first, our new member from
Cleveland, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to join my colleagues in the dis-
cussion of the high price of prescrip-
tion drugs for the elderly and in sup-
port of H.R. 664, the Prescription Drug
Fairness Act for seniors, and I would
like to thank the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for organizing this
special order about this very important
issue.

This is a matter that will affect us
all at some point in our lives. In my
district, greater Cleveland, Ohio, I am
currently conducting a study of the
cost of prescription drugs for seniors.
We are all aware that seniors need
more money for prescription drugs.
Many seniors cannot afford the medica-
tion their doctors prescribe to main-
tain their health. We shudder when we
learn that they must choose between
buying food and buying medication. As
Congresspersons, we have an oppor-
tunity to do something to ease that
burden by supporting H.R. 664.

The need is obvious. As we age, our
health gets worse. Medical technology
has afforded us longer, healthier lives.
Our collective longevity places a strain
on Medicare, Social Security, health
plans and insurance. We know these
things. What perhaps we do not know is
that seniors are being charged higher
prices for medication than are the so-
called preferred customers. One would
think seniors, consumers of such a high
volume of prescriptions, would be pre-
ferred customers. This is not the case.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) was the first Member to request
that the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight conduct a study
on the price of prescription drugs to
seniors in June of 1998. What the study
found is alarming, to say the least. My
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) subsequently did a study

in the State of Ohio. Let me go just
give a couple of examples. Let us take
for instance Micronase, a diabetes
medication by Upjohn. Micronase for a
preferred customer is $10.05, but to a
senior the vital medication costs $44.28.
That is right, a difference of 341 per-
cent. That is just an example of a laun-
dry list of differing prices.

I believe we need to step in to protect
taxpayers from being gouged by drug
manufacturers. We must protect our el-
derly from corporations seeking to
profit from their illness. This issue is
of particular importance to me because
my parents are seniors. In fact, my fa-
ther, Andrew Tubbs, will be 79 years
old tomorrow, 63 years older than my
son, Mervin, who turned 16 today.

When I ran for Congress last year,
throughout my district I received nu-
merous complaints from seniors on this
very issue. I promised to work on this
issue, and I always try to keep my
promise. That is why I rise in support
of H.R. 664 and thank the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and my Demo-
cratic colleagues for bringing this issue
to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage everyone to
support the Prescription Drug Fairness
For Seniors Act.

Mr. ALLEN. I say to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) we ap-
preciate her support and hard work on
this issue.

I yield now to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. I want to thank the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN)
very much for yielding to me to discuss
this very important issue and also
commend him for his leadership on it.
I think all the Members of this House
who are concerned about health care
and particularly the health care of
older Americans, and in fact every
American who is concerned about this
for themselves and for their parents
owes him a debt of gratitude for the
leadership that he has shown on this
critically important issue.

Prescription drugs, as we know, are
an essential part of health care in
America, and they are particularly es-
sential for those who need it the most,
and that inevitably is people as they
age. As we age, we call upon the health
care delivery system much more fre-
quently. The elderly, in fact, spend
three times as much of their income on
health care as compared to that is
which is spent by the average Amer-
ican. Our Nation’s largest health care
program, Medicare, currently does not
provide even a minimal prescription
drug benefit. Senior citizens use one-
third of all prescriptions that are
issued in our country, and yet nearly 40
percent of our seniors have no prescrip-
tion drug coverage. They, therefore,
must incur drug expenditures out of
their pocket. Seniors on fixed incomes
are the people who can least afford to
shell out thousands of dollars a year
for drugs on which their health and
often their very lives depend.

In short, we are asking them to
choose often between the necessities of

life, often between the basic essentials
of life, choices between buying food or
buying the medication they need to
sustain their health. The irony in all of
this is that in many cases the drug
manufacturers are charging senior citi-
zens double what they charge their
most favored customers, as our col-
league pointed out in those charts he
showed us a few moments ago. Their
favorite customers, of course, are large
HMOs, or Federal Government or other
large purchasers.

The Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight minority staff
under the gentleman’s leadership con-
ducted a study on drug prices in the
district that I represent as they did in
districts across the country. The study
surveyed prices at pharmaceuticals for
10 prescription drugs that are most
commonly used by elderly Americans.
The average price differential between
what the drug companies’ most favored
customers pay and what a senior cit-
izen in my congressional district in
New York that stretches from the Fin-
ger Lakes across the Catskill Moun-
tains to the Hudson Valley, the dif-
ference between what is paid by HMOs
and senior citizens averaged 106 per-
cent. So that is an extraordinary dif-
ferential.

For one drug, Ticlid, the price dif-
ferential was in fact 270 percent dif-
ference. In other words, the senior citi-
zens were paying 270 times what the
price was for a person with a member
of a large HMO, for example, or some-
one else who could purchase in bulk.

The difference between what seniors
pay and what large HMOs pay is not
merely result of volume discounts,
however. There are other factors that
intervene. Compared to the markup on
other consumer products, which aver-
age around 22 percent, the markup on
prescription drugs was much higher,
the average markup there being 116
percent. This price markup is coming
directly as a result of the markup from
the manufacturers. As my colleague
pointed out, it is not the corner drug
store that is scalping these prices. It is
the drug manufacturers themselves
that are causing these enormously high
prices, and therefore they are the ones
who are getting the huge profits.

Our Nation’s seniors deserve fair
treatment. The Prescription Drug Fair-
ness for Seniors Act, which we have in-
troduced under the leadership here of
the gentleman from Maine, would help
ensure more equal treatment, fairer
treatment, and better treatment and
healthier treatment for our senior citi-
zens. It would do so by allowing phar-
macies to purchase drugs for Medicare
beneficiaries at the best price charged
by the Federal Government.

This bill is estimated to have a ben-
efit to senior citizens in that it will re-
duce the prices they pay for prescrip-
tion drugs, as the gentleman has indi-
cated to us in his charts by about 40
percent on average across the board.
Each senior citizen will realize a 40 per-
cent saving in the prescription drug
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prices they require to maintain their
health and in some cases their lives.
Making prescription drugs more afford-
able for seniors is a strong first step as
we work toward expanding the Medi-
care program to include a prescription
drug benefit.

So I want to thank the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for the leader-
ship that he has shown. The passage of
this bill, which he has indicated, is un-
fortunately at this moment sponsored
only by Democrats. If we manage to
pass this bill, it is going to mean an
enormous saving for every elderly
American across the country.

So I praise the gentleman for his
leadership in this very, very important
issue, and I am very pleased to join
with him in cosponsoring this bill, and
he and I and all the others of us that
are working so hard to get it passed
will succeed, this bill will succeed, and
the beneficiaries will be elderly Ameri-
cans all across our country.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York, and I
want to thank him for all his work on
this legislation here within the House
and also for conducting that study
back in his district, which shows basi-
cally the same kind of pattern that we
have seen across the country.

I would like now to yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to partici-
pate in today’s special order to high-
light the high cost of prescription
drugs for seniors in America, and I
wish to compliment the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for first orga-
nizing this special order and, secondly,
for introducing the Prescription Drug
Fairness for Seniors Act, H.R. 664.

Sooner or later every American will
be affected by Medicare. Like death
and taxes, the coming of old age is in-
evitable for the living. The need for af-
fordable and quality health care for
seniors, therefore, is in everyone’s best
interest. When one’s resources are lim-
ited like many of our constituents, we
know we need to give this attention.

Mr. Speaker, Texas is no different
from anyone else.
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Its health care, the need for health
care, becomes even more acute. Cur-
rently, Medicare offers health care in-
surance protection for 39 million sen-
iors and disabled Americans. The pro-
gram provides broad coverage for the
cost of many primarily acute health
services. However, there are many gaps
in program coverage. The most glaring
shortcoming is the fact that Medicare
has a very limited prescription drug
benefit.

Most beneficiaries have some form of
private or public health care insurance
to cover expenses not met by Medicare.
The reality is that many of these plans
do not offer coverage or offer very lim-
ited protection for drug expenses. The
result is that Medicare beneficiaries

pay approximately half of their total
drug expenses out-of-pocket.

For many seniors, the existing sys-
tem imposes quite a financial burden,
and for many it means choosing be-
tween medication or food or utilities or
other essentials. The average drug ex-
penditure for Medicare enrollees living
in the community was $600 in 1995.
Total spending for persons with some
drug coverage was $691 compared to
$432 for those with no coverage, accord-
ing to data compiled by the Congres-
sional Research Service.

The average expenditure per person
varied widely depending upon the type
of insurance coverage. In every cat-
egory, spending was significantly high-
er for those who had supplementary
drug coverage than those who did not.
Higher spending reflects higher use
rates. In 1995, persons with coverage
used 20.3 prescriptions per year com-
pared to 15.3 prescriptions for those
with no supplementary drug coverage.

One inference that the Congress and
the President should take to heart
from these figures is obvious. Based on
their limited income, some seniors are
foregoing the purchase of needed pre-
scription drugs so that they can eat,
pay bills or submit their rent checks
on time.

It is absolutely amazing to me that
the U.S. Government would foster a
Medicare policy that directs seniors to
choose whether they have prescription
drugs or whether their electric bill is
paid on time. That is a choice without
a favorable outcome.

Based on this problem, the Congress
and the President should be spurred
into action to approve the legislation
of the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) or some legislation that brings
additional prescription coverage for
Medicare beneficiaries. Obviously, this
benefit will be expensive, but I am con-
fident that the Congress and the Presi-
dent, working with the drug manufac-
turers and health care community, can
achieve this goal.

A second concern that exists in the
current Medicare system, that does not
feature a drug benefit, is the difference
between what seniors pay versus what
other purchasers of health insurance
paid. It affects them as their limited
income begins.

Studies by the staff of the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN), who is
on the Committee on Government Re-
form, have revealed that pharma-
ceutical companies are taking advan-
tage of older Americans through price
discrimination. These studies show
that in Texas and other States seniors
pay for prescription drugs, on average,
nearly twice as much as the drug com-
panies’ favored customers, such as the
Federal Government and large health
maintenance organizations.

This price difference is approxi-
mately 5 times greater than the aver-
age price difference in other consumer
goods. I intend to work with the Com-
mittee on Government Reform to de-
termine the extent of this problem as
we complete the study in my district.

In the meantime, the Congress and
the President need to address the lack
of Medicare prescription drug benefits.
As a cosponsor of the bill offered by the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), I
would urge all Members to cosponsor
it. This is not a partisan piece of legis-
lation. This is for all seniors.

This legislation allows pharmacies to
purchase drugs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries at the best price charged to
the Federal Government through pro-
grams such as the Veterans Adminis-
tration or Medicaid. The legislation
has been estimated to reduce prescrip-
tion costs for seniors by more than 40
percent.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for allowing me to participate this
evening.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her remarks. She
has done great work on this issue. We
appreciate her leadership.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY). We have talked about this
issue on numerous occasions and he
has told me a good many stories about
how the high cost of prescription drugs
affects people in his district.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN)
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY)
for allowing me to step up before him
for a second because I do have to leave.

Mr. Speaker, I thought I wanted to
come here this evening and talk with
all the others that think this is an im-
portant issue. I want to take a little
leave from the prepared remarks that I
had to compliment the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for the leadership
that he has shown on this.

To let people know it goes beyond
just filing the bill, the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and I shared time
on the Committee on Government Re-
form, which unfortunately under its
current leadership has been wasting a
lot of time on issues that apparently
are not getting that committee too far
into anything concrete.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) has understood that that com-
mittee has great progress in line, it has
great potential, and he has taken on an
issue here that is important to the
American people and is what that com-
mittee ought to be doing on a regular
basis. So I commend the gentleman
from Maine for stepping forward on
that.

Shortly after the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) did his study, he
was kind enough to share it. I did an-
other study after the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER) did his, and the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY)
did his. It was one of those succeeding
studies that sort of went domino effect
right across the country, as we have
heard mentioned here.

The results in my district were no
different than they were in others. Sen-
iors that are not covered in a large
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plan are paying an extraordinary high
amount for prescription drugs.

This whole health care system that
we have is imploding at the current
time. We said this in 1993 and 1994. We
told people then that if we did not do
something about the systemic prob-
lems that we had in our health care de-
livery system, we were going to find
that managed care companies would
take every ounce of profit that they
had out of it, squeeze it out and hand
back to the American people a prob-
lem.

Essentially, that is happening in
large part, and aggravating that situa-
tion is the huge cost of prescription
drugs; the cost to managed care sys-
tems themselves, the cost to hospitals,
and the cost to individuals that are not
covered on a plan large enough to drive
a lower price.

The gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) and I have both heard the pre-
scription drug manufacturing compa-
nies come out and tell us that this is
cost fixing, price fixing. We both
smiled at that because we know it is
the exact opposite of that. They do not
have a free market system. In fact, the
prescription drug companies are run-
ning monopolies. They have patents on
those drugs and they are determining
the prices on them.

They are discriminating in two dif-
ferent ways that we found out through
our reports. Overseas, where people
have universal or single payer health
care or they have some system to buy
en gros for people, they are driving the
prices down and then that cost is being
made up, that profit for the company
made up by shifting the higher costs to
people that are not covered in this
country. Then within this country,
people that are covered in plans get a
lower price because the plan is large
enough to bargain, and that cost is
then shifted onto those that are not in
that position.

We need to have the majority under-
stand that this is not a partisan issue.
They have made it a partisan issue.
The fact that we can have 111 or 112
sponsors to a bill and none of them be
from the majority party, when it is a
bill that talks to an issue that the
American people speak about every
day, and there is not one person that is
going to speak here this evening that is
not going to say that they took the
studies and reports in their district and
went to seniors and went to others in
their district and talked about it, re-
ceived a tremendous response from
people who have said, ‘‘That has been
an issue for years. We are glad that
Congress is listening. Something has to
be done.’’

Now, obviously, what has to be done
is Medicare has to include prescription
drugs in that program in long range,
and that, I hope, will come to fruition
at some point this time. In the interim,
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN)
has had the foresight to put this bill
together, and I have been fortunate
enough to cosponsor it and move it for-

ward to allow people to have the ben-
efit of the Federal supply system.

Strangely enough, well, it is not real-
ly strange, it is no coincidence at all
that the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) is a cosponsor of significant
campaign finance reform, as am I and
most of the other people that will
speak here this evening.

Amazingly, in the early 1990s when
many products were lifted and allowed
States to buy under the Federal supply
system, originally prescription drugs
were on that list. Consequently, by the
end of that fall when the appropria-
tions bill was done, there was a single
sentence in there that took prescrip-
tion drugs out. So now prescription
drug companies make 28 percent profit
in some instances. Other companies in
the Fortune 500 would be happy to have
10 percent profits.

Nobody is saying we do not want
them to have profits. They have been
the top 20 profitable companies across
the world in the last years. We want
them to make a profit. We do not want
them to shift the responsibility to the
most vulnerable part of this popu-
lation. We need to improve our health
care system. We need to make sure
that people can do it.

And when we get through with this
bill, when it passes, I am hoping we
move on and allow legislation to pass
to take away any impediments, any-
thing that would stand in the way of
States or entire regions of this country
joining together to get their prescrip-
tion drugs at even lower prices. We can
put in protections for the manufactur-
ers to make sure that their prices are
not driven down worldwide, but we
have to make sure that we move in
that direction.

Let me leave the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) with one story that
we have shared and that I think drives
it home. There is a woman in my dis-
trict who lives in Newburyport, Massa-
chusetts, who wrote a letter and then
she shared it later with the newspaper,
and the letter begins, ‘‘I am sitting at
my desk with an involuntary flow of
tears streaming down my cheeks. My
husband sits close by silently eating
his heart out. I am angry. I am dis-
traught. I am feeling extremely de-
fenseless.’’

She goes on to say, ‘‘My husband just
returned from the drugstore. When I
read the receipt, I felt a sense of panic
and my eyes welled up. $250? This has
to be a mistake. No, it is $250. But how
can that be? We just paid $400 two
weeks ago. We cannot keep on doing
this. Our income tax return bailed us
out last time. Now what? I took a
quick mental inventory of our finan-
cial status. Our one credit card is
maxed. Our bankruptcy prevents us
from obtaining a loan. We are living
paycheck to paycheck. We have over-
draft but when that is exhausted, what
will we do? I have no aces in the hole.
All I have left is hope and prayer.’’

What people like her are hoping and
praying is that Congress will not make

this a partisan issue; Congress will un-
derstand that we are here not to waste
time, as the Committee on Government
Reform does all too often. It is here to
act on legislation that is important to
the American people, legislation like
H.R. 664.

Again, I congratulate the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for bringing
this matter to the attention of the
Congress and helping us getting it
passed.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. TIERNEY) for his good work. He is
working hard on this, and the story
that he told about his constituent is
repeated in stories from others all
across this country, because every-
where across this country there are
people who are unable to pay for all
their prescription drugs and their food
and their electricity and their other
living expenses that they have.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY),
who as a registered pharmacist took
the lead in setting up the prescription
drug task force. I can say honestly no
one has worked harder on this legisla-
tion than the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), for yielding,
and I want to thank him for this out-
standing bill and for this idea that has
helped create this bill. He has provided
the leadership that has gotten us where
we are with this effort, and I appre-
ciate very much what he has done.

I also want to thank our colleagues,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER), and all of the oth-
ers that have joined us here this
evening and that are cosponsors of this
bill.

I think this is something that for
most of us it is just a simple matter of
fairness. It is unbelievable that we
would allow a situation to develop in
this country because of our laws and
our regulations that we have put in
place, that would create a system
where our senior citizens could be so
grossly abused as they are right now by
the prescription drug manufacturers in
this country. It is a very distressing
thing.

We are the greatest Nation that has
ever been in the history of the world.
No other country has ever had our eco-
nomic or our military or political
power, and yet we allow a situation
like this to become dominant and to
take advantage of our senior citizens.

When I first began the campaign in
1996, one of the first experiences I had
was encountering a senior citizen that
came to me and he said, ‘‘Medicare
does not pay for my medicine. I have a
$500-a-month Social Security check.
My medicine is $600 a month. What do
I do?’’ I didn’t have an answer for him.
I thought I knew a lot about this busi-
ness at that time, but that man has
plagued me ever since. I think about
him every day.
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It seems so unfair that we would let

the manufacturers, the pharmaceutical
manufacturers in this country, create a
situation where that man who had
worked hard, played by the rules, tried
to do everything that he thought he
was supposed to do to be prepared for
his old age, get taken advantage of in
that way.
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If we had someone out here going
door to door, taking the food out of our
senior citizens’ mouths, we would have
them arrested, and yet that is exactly
what is happening here with our senior
citizens in this country. We all pay too
much for prescription medication. The
gentleman has done an outstanding job
this evening of explaining that these
are the most profitable companies any-
place. They are the most profitable
legal businesses that exist. And yet, we
allow them to take advantage of our
senior citizens like this. We all encour-
age making a profit. We want these
companies to be profitable, but when
they make a profit at the expense of
taking advantage and abusing senior
citizens who cannot protect them-
selves, it becomes a moral issue, and
that is the reason we have to do some-
thing about it.

As the United States Congress, we
should pass H.R. 664 and do everything
that we can to at least give our seniors
an even break. It is almost unbeliev-
able to me that we have not done this
a long time ago. This does not cost the
government anything. All it does is
make our seniors part of a very large
purchasing pool and give them a good
deal. For once in their lives, they get
an even break.

As we see the way the system is
structured, it is unbelievable to me
that the Federal Government has al-
lowed it to go on and on and on. Every
time that we have held the prescription
drug manufacturers responsible, when
we created generic drugs basically in
this country, the prescription drug
manufacturers came to us and they
said, oh, this will be a terrible thing.
We will not get any new products. The
fact is, the investment they made in
creating new products has more than
quadrupled. It just simply does not
hold water that they are not going to
continue to invest in creating new
products. We all know what an essen-
tial thing that this is. As I have said, it
is a matter of basic fairness.

I appreciate again the gentleman’s
efforts this evening to bring this to the
public’s attention, to bring it to our at-
tention. I thank all of my colleagues
for being here to support this effort
and I look forward to the day when we
can stand here and say, this is law. We
have done the right thing, we have
done the fair thing, and America is
going to be a better place for it. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. As I said before, no one
has worked harder on this legislation
than the gentleman has, and I agree

with the gentleman, we will pass this
legislation before we are done.

I would now like to recognize one of
our new Members, the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL).

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for his
leadership on this issue. I think the
gentleman has been out there on the
front and he has really demonstrated
why we need to do something about
this cause.

I rise today to talk about the prob-
lem of prescription drug costs. I have
held a series of town hall meetings
around my district in New Mexico and
I ask senior citizens in these town hall
meetings about health care and what
their problems are. It became apparent
to me very early on that one of the
most frequently mentioned problems
was how to deal with rising prescrip-
tion drug costs.

As one woman put it, she said, on a
fixed income, I have to make a tough
choice between my prescriptions and
food and other essentials. So imagine
having to make a choice between food
and one’s prescription drugs. There
could not be a tougher choice.

Well, basically we have heard some
discussion here about what the prob-
lem is, and I would like to identify a
little bit further where I think it is
coming from. First of all, I think it is
absolutely clear that we have an in-
creasing drug cost situation going on.
Clearly, Medicare does not cover the
cost of prescription drugs. When I ask
in my district, people said they got in-
surance, supplemental insurance, but
found out that it did not even cover
most of the cost of prescription drugs.
The HMOs, although many of them say
they cover the cost of prescription
drugs, there are problems getting drugs
there. So we have seniors paying out of
their own pocket in order to cover
those prescription drug costs, and we
have big drug companies who are mak-
ing record profits, and yet they dis-
criminate between preferred customers
and senior citizens.

So this is an issue that Congress can
really do something about. First, we
can attack it with the gentleman’s
piece of legislation, which I think goes
a long way toward trying to sort out
this discrimination issue. We can re-
quire that the large, big drug compa-
nies sell at that preferred customer
cost to the small pharmacies who, in
my district, have said they would just
pass that on to senior citizens, pass on
that savings.

Second, we can pass a real tough pa-
tient Bill of Rights. That patient Bill
of Rights would say that if a doctor
prescribes a drug, then it is going to be
required that it be paid for, and we
have such a proposal, a Democratic
proposal that is circulating that I have
signed on to and I am sure many others
have signed on to here.

Third, when we get into the whole
issue of Medicare and making sure that
Medicare is solvent, we can at least say
that part or all of prescription drugs

should be covered under that program
which has helped so many since it was
put in place in the 1960’s.

So let me just finish by saying, it is
time we do something now; it is time
that we move forward. I appreciate so
much having the opportunity to speak
and to have all of my other colleagues
here that are working on this issue. I
want to once again thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership on this issue.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. I read some of the ma-
terial that came out when the gen-
tleman did his report in New Mexico
and it was compelling information. I
am so glad to have the gentleman
working with us on this issue.

I would like now to yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the dis-
tinguished and more-senior-than-
many-of-us-Member from Ohio who has
shown great enthusiasm and leadership
on this issue since we started. I really
appreciate all of the gentleman’s help.
I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Maine and I
want to also thank and laud the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL)
for all of the good work that he has
done, and all the others here this
evening who have shown leadership on
perhaps the most important issue fac-
ing America, America’s elderly popu-
lation.

Last year the CEO of Bristol-Myers
Squibb made a $1.2 million salary, a
$1.9 million bonus, and $30.4 million in
stock options. Last year, drug com-
pany profits outpaced those of every
other industry by more than 5 percent-
age points. Millions of dollars for ex-
ecutives, billions of dollars in profits.

Last year, 4.5 million seniors filled
their prescriptions OR purchased food.
They had to make that choice. They
could not afford both. Millions of dol-
lars for executives, billions of dollars
in profits, yet senior citizens had to
choose between food and medication.

Seniors are paying higher prices for
prescription drugs than any other pur-
chaser because drug companies simply
know they can get away with it. Medi-
cations are not luxury items, seniors
have little market clout, and drug
companies wield monopoly power. As a
result, seniors pay prices set high
enough to generate unrivaled profit
margins and compensate for the dis-
counts offered to other, more influen-
tial purchasers. The highest prices are
charged to those least able to afford
prescription drugs and most likely to
need prescription drugs.

What kind of system is that?
Drug companies tell us it is the right

system. They say if the United States
no longer permits drug companies to
gouge individual senior citizens, or
even if we provide a meaningful insur-
ance vehicle that puts seniors on an
equal footing with other large pur-
chasing groups, drug industry profits,
they tell us, will be so stifled that in-
novation in medical progress will stop
dead. That is what they tell us.
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But how much do these companies

need to earn over and above their re-
search and development costs to feel
sufficiently appreciated? Drug compa-
nies earn exorbitant profits by charg-
ing seniors double, sometimes triple,
even occasionally quadruple, what they
charge large purchasers inside the
United States and individual pur-
chasers, and large purchasers outside
the United States.

Even seniors with prescription drug
coverage are often overwhelmed by
their prescription expenses. In Medi-
care supplemental plans, for example,
when one gets past the deductible, the
modest annual limit and the 50 percent
coinsurance, coverage just does not
look much like coverage anymore.

In 1999, 5 million seniors, some with
and others without drug coverage, will
pay more than $1,000 out-of-pocket for
prescription drugs. About 1 million will
pay $2,000 or more for prescription
drugs. These numbers could be signifi-
cantly lower if seniors were simply
treated like other customers.

Prescription drug companies claim
that if we take action to protect sen-
iors from price gouging, everyone else’s
prescription drug prices will go up. Ap-
parently, drug companies cannot tol-
erate any reduction in their record-
breaking profits. They must com-
pensate for charging seniors reasonable
prices by upping the prices charged to
other payers.

I would like to again thank the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for the
Democratic proposal, the Prescription
Drug Fairness For Seniors Act, which
prevents drug companies from singling
the elderly out, charging them dis-
torted prices relative to other pur-
chasers. This bill makes sense. I hope
the Republican leadership will do its
jobs and demand that drug companies
are held accountable.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for his lead-
ership on this. I welcome the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. Shows).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, it is good
to be here. I thank the gentleman. No
Americans, especially our senior citi-
zens, should ever be forced to choose
between buying food or medicine and
they should not have to decide between
paying the electric bill and their pre-
scription bill. That is a shame to say,
but in America today we allow that to
happen.

Early this month I read an article in
The Washington Post where a woman
with stomach tumors stopped taking
her prescription medication because
she could not afford to pay for it. She
said not taking her medicine caused
unbearable pain, but she really had no
choice, because she could not afford it.
There is just something about that
that is not right.

We have millions and millions of
Americans suffering from high blood
pressure and diabetes and heart disease
and medicines that are absolutely nec-
essary for these people to take. These
are not luxuries, this is something that

we have to have. It is not an option.
Yet, prescription drugs costs continue
to rise and many seniors just do not
have the money to pay for it.

I can give a personal example. My
mother-in-law is on a fixed income. If
it was not for family, she really would
not be able to do it. Something has to
do it for them. If a senior citizen has to
pay $250 a month for just one prescrip-
tion drug, that adds up to $1,000 annu-
ally. Think about it. Most of them
have more than one.

Our seniors spend a lifetime working
hard and paying taxes. They help build
our roads, educate our children, help
provide for the defense of this country,
a lot of them are our veterans; and
after all of these sacrifices they have
made, they deserve the peace of mind
knowing that they can get medication
that is affordable.

That is why I am a cosponsor of the
gentleman’s bill, the Prescription Drug
Fairness For Seniors Act of 1999. I
think it is a fine piece of legislation.

This legislation would substantially
lower the cost of what the senior cit-
izen would have to pay. Right now,
they pay almost twice as much for pre-
scription drugs as the drug companies.
That is what they call favored cus-
tomers or volume customers such as
the Federal Government and large
HMOs. This legislation will allow phar-
macies to purchase drugs for Medicare
beneficiaries at the same rate as the
so-called preferred customers.

But we can do more to help alleviate
the cost of prescription drugs. We
should also pass H.R. 805, the legisla-
tion of the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE), to allow seniors to have
access to FDA-approved generic medi-
cines. These generic brands can be
bought, as we know, 30 to 40 percent
cheaper and they provide the same
services. If seniors are having to pay
more for a name brand when they can
get the same effect from a generic
brand they should be able to do that at
that reduced price.

Our long-term goal should be to fig-
ure out how to add prescription drug
benefits to Medicare. Seniors ought not
have to worry about that. We ought to
be doing it for them.

Let us make prescription drugs more
accessible and affordable to our sen-
iors. Let us pass H.R. 664 and H.R. 805
and make it so our seniors in America
never have to choose in America be-
tween buying food and their medicine.
Let us make sure our seniors never
have to go without their medication
because they cannot afford it. Let us
add a prescription drug benefit to
Medicare. We know it is the right thing
to do. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for being here tonight
and for all of his hard work on this
issue.

I yield now to the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maine for yielding,
but I especially thank him for his con-

sistent leadership on this very impor-
tant issue.

Yesterday, in the District of Colum-
bia, I had my Senior Legislative Day.
There I released the study for the Dis-
trict of Columbia entitled, Prescription
Drug Pricing in Washington DC: Drug
Companies Profit at the Expense of
Older Americans. That study was pre-
pared by the minority staff of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight on which both the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and I serve.

The gentleman’s bill is very impor-
tant, but it is a very moderate bill.
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It would only level the playing field
so that seniors can take advantage of
bulk pricing the way many Americans,
most of them younger than seniors, al-
ready do. I do not have any problem
with bulk pricing. It is a standard
American practice. In fact, it is a
standard practice throughout the
world.

In the case of the drug companies,
the bill of the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN) would allow them to share
some of the profits, they are now
hoarding $25 billion a year, by spread-
ing the standard practice of bulk buy-
ing more widely to cover those who can
least afford to buy their drugs individ-
ually.

But I want to say right here and now
that while I support the gentleman’s
bill, I am a cosponsor of the gentle-
man’s bill, I believe that we can afford
a prescription drug benefit in Medi-
care, and I want to say why.

There has been a revolution in Amer-
ican medicine. At the time that Medi-
care was passed, seniors could go to the
drugstore and for a couple of dollars,
buy the couple of pills that were avail-
able for what ails them. Today there
has been a shift from invasive proce-
dures to drug therapy, in effect.

If I could ask the gentleman a ques-
tion, does the gentleman know whether
there has been a study as to how much
the use of drugs and medicines is sav-
ing the Medicare program?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I would
tell the gentlewoman that I am not fa-
miliar with the study, but it has to be
saving substantial amounts. Spending
on prescription drugs is going up 15
percent a year, and we all know that
the number of hospital beds in use is
going down, at the very time that sen-
iors are living longer. So there have to
be substantial savings here, but I am
not aware of a study that would quan-
tify that.

Ms. NORTON. I raise the question for
the gentleman only because this much
seems clear: We are forcing down costs
in the Medicare program. Nothing is
forcing down the costs of drugs. So I
would wager that there are billions of
dollars being saved by the Medicare
program by not having to pay for
drugs.

What I am suggesting is that pre-
cisely because they are saving that
money, that the Medicare program



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3370 May 19, 1999
ought to allow some of those costs to
shift to the program itself.

After all, that program is willing to
pay for the most costly procedures if
prescribed by a physician, but it is not
willing to pay for procedures under the
direction of a pharmacist. This is abso-
lutely irrational. The cost is greatly
out of proportion and is quite out-
rageous. We will pay for institutional
care by allowing a senior to spend
down her resources until she gets nurs-
ing home care paid for entirely by Med-
icaid, but we will not pay for a drug
benefit that will keep her out of a nurs-
ing home altogether.

Seniors cannot possibly take this
much longer. I cannot believe that the
seniors who have saved colas and social
security will not force prescription
drugs into their Medicare. If we are
going to change how we treat people
from invasive procedures and save the
taxpayer money, then it seems to me
we have a moral obligation to shift
some of that savings to seniors who are
on limited incomes and cannot possibly
continue to shoulder the burden they
are shouldering now.

In the report done for my own dis-
trict, we found that my seniors were
paying 137 percent more than preferred
customers. An example, and that is six
times, by the way, more than they pay
for other consumer goods, an example
was Synthroid, a thyroid hormone drug
where the drug to the preferred cus-
tomer is $1.75 a dose, and $31.43 a dose
to the senior.

The gentleman’s bill, minimally,
must be passed, and it must move us on
to making prescription drugs a benefit
of Medicare.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman, and I will return
again on another occasion to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE).

I want to thank all Members who
have been here tonight.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the Prescription Drug Fairness for
Seniors Act. This issue is one of great con-
cern to a number of my constituents who are
Medicare beneficiaries who use one third of all
prescription drugs in the United States.

On average, seniors pay nearly twice as
much as the drug companies’ favored cus-
tomers, such as the federal government and
large HMOs and 37% of our nation’s seniors
do not have prescription drug coverage. In my
district in Texas alone, many seniors are
forced to pay up to 109% or more for the most
commonly used prescription drugs. It is time to
show our nation’s seniors that their health is
more important than drug company profits.

I have had a great number of constituents
contact me personally to share their concerns
for those seniors that are literally having to
choose between buying food and buying their
prescriptions. An even greater number of indi-
viduals endanger their lives every day by not
taking the required dosage or only filling some
of their prescription medications since they
can not afford to meet all of their medical
needs.

It is high time that the U.S. Congress ad-
dress the issue of a Medicare benefit for pre-

scription drugs. How much longer are we
going to allow the pharmaceutical industry,
which is currently enjoying record profits, to
dictate the health care choices of our senior
citizens?

I support H.R. 664, the Prescription Drug
Fairness for Seniors Act because it allows
pharmacies to purchase drugs for Medicare
beneficiaries at the best price charged to the
federal government though programs such as
the VA or Medicaid. This legislation would re-
duce prescription drug prices for seniors by
more than 40%, and without imposing price
controls, but putting an end to price discrimi-
nation.

It is time to show our nation’s seniors that
their health is more important than drug com-
pany profits.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Maine?

There was no objection.
f

TRIBUTE TO DR. LOIS MOORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR H.R. 664, LEGISLATION

PROVIDING FOR DISCOUNTS ON PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS TO SENIOR CITIZENS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for his kindness in
reaching out to me for time.

I am going to take just a moment,
Mr. Speaker, before I begin a tribute to
Dr. Lois Moore, because it is absolutely
appropriate to acknowledge my sup-
port for H.R. 664, the legislation that
deals with a discount of prescription
drugs for senior citizens.

It is interesting that we find it dif-
ficult to get such legislation to the
floor of the House. I am very pleased
that I am engaging in a study in my
district with pharmacies, and I was
very glad to hear the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) say that this is not
an issue dealing with pharmacies. In
fact, it is with our large pharma-
ceutical companies.

In fact, there will be processes under
H.R. 664 where the burden would not be
heavily on the pharmacies, but it is im-
portant that just like they give big dis-
counts to hospitals and HMOs, that
they give discounts on prescription
drugs as well to our senior citizens.

When I traveled in my district and
visited five senior citizen sites, every
one of them said, I have to choose be-
tween eating, paying light bills, heat
bills, and getting my prescription
drugs, as we well know, hearing from
my mother that there is an enormous
amount of prescription drugs, because
we are living longer, that many seniors
have to take.

It keeps them healthy. It keeps them
happy. It keeps them able to do the
things that they would like to do. Why
should we penalize them? I hope that
we can move H.R. 664 to the floor very
quickly.

Mr. Speaker, let me acknowledge the
purpose of my special order this
evening is a tribute to Dr. Lois Moore,
a selfless leader in our community who
has served the Harris County Hospital
District, and we will be losing her ex-
pertise.

She is known in our community in
Harris County, in Houston, Texas, as
one of its greatest leaders in the health
care community. Her leadership, exper-
tise, commitment, and presence will be
truly missed at the hospital district.
However, we know that she will con-
tinue on to service.

Under her leadership as the President
and Chief Executive Officer of the Har-
ris County Hospital District, the hos-
pital district was named among the top
100 hospitals in the United States in
1994 and again in 1995 by Modern Health
Care Magazine.

After graduation from Prairie View
A&M School of Nursing 35 years ago,
Moore began her public health care
service in the Jefferson Davis Hospital
emergency room. She soon became the
emergency center charge nurse.

Through the 1960s and 1970s she
moved from evening shift nursing su-
pervisor to assistant director of nurs-
ing at Ben Taub hospital. In 1977 she
was named administrator at Jefferson
Davis Hospital. During this time she
earned a Bachelor of Science degree in
nursing and a Master of Education de-
gree.

Moore was appointed chief operating
officer for the Harris County Hospital
District in 1987, and on February 28,
1999, the Board of Managers of the Hos-
pital District appointed her president
and CEO. She has, therefore, served us
for 10 years in that capacity.

As president and CEO of the Harris
County Hospital District, the 6th larg-
est inpatient health care system in the
United States, Moore oversaw three
hospitals, 11 community health cen-
ters, one freestanding HIV-AIDS treat-
ment center, and eight school-based
clinics, two very important things.

School-based clinics, they have been
proven to be successful in preventative
health care, and 11 community health
centers, they also have been proven to
be successful in preventing disease, in
helping people to understand health
care.

With the recent statistics that have
suggested to us that it has been very
difficult for minorities, Hispanics, Afri-
can Americans, and Asians, as well, to
access health care in America, Lois
Moore has been a shining star to en-
sure that her community gets good
health care. She has worked with a
very good board. We are looking for-
ward to the fact that the board will
continue her leadership and her mes-
sage, and that they will select a person
of quality like Lois Moore.
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The district has had an annual budg-

et of approximately $528 million with
more than 50,000 employees. Ben Taub
General Hospital and Lyndon B. John-
son General Hospital treat 77 percent
of Houston’s serious trauma, and I
found it very, very exciting to see Ben
Taub on one of our major news net-
work shows, I believe Nightline, citing
it as one of the best trauma care hos-
pitals in the Nation, maybe the world.

I would simply say, Mr. Speaker,
that Lois Moore has served her commu-
nity as a stellar leader. I am so proud
to call Lois Moore my friend. Ms.
Moore has testified before national
committees on health care reform,
served with Governor Ann Richard’s
Task Force on Health Care, and is a
frequent speaker on public health
issues and health care reform.

She has a husband by the name of
Hard, a daughter Yolanda, son-in-law
Mike Williams, and two grand-
daughters Kendra and Jasmine.

Let me simply close, Mr. Speaker, by
saying that all of the Eighteenth Con-
gressional District and I believe all of
the State of Texas salutes Lois Moore,
our past president of the Harris County
Hospital District, a great humani-
tarian, a great Houstonian, Texan, and
great American.

Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to speak on be-
half of Lois Jean Moore, a person who exem-
plifies what the true meaning of commitment,
dedication, strength, service and selflessness
is. Not only has the Harris County Hospital
District lost one of its greatest leaders but also
our entire health care community. Her leader-
ship, expertise, commitment and presence will
truly be missed.

Under her leadership as the President and
Chief Executive Officer of the Harris County
Hospital District, the Hospital District was
named among the Top 100 Hospitals in the
United States in 1994 and again in 1995 by
Modern Healthcare magazine.

After graduation from Prairie View A&M
School of Nursing 35 years ago, Moore began
her public health care service in the Jefferson
Davis Hospital emergency room; she soon be-
came the emergency center charge nurse.
Through the 1960’s and 1970’s, she moved
from evening shift nursing supervisor to assist-
ant director of nursing at Ben Taub Hospital.
In 1977, she was named administrator of Jef-
ferson Davis Hospital. During this time, she
earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Nurs-
ing and a Master of Education degree. Moore
was appointed Chief Operating Officer for the
Harris County Hospital District in 1987. On
February 28, 1989, the Board of Managers of
the Hospital District appointed her President
and CEO.

As President and CEO of the Harris County
Hospital District, the sixth largest inpatient
health care system in the U.S., Moore
oversaw three hospitals, 11 community health
centers, one free-standing HIV/AIDS treatment
center, and eight school-based clinics. The
District has an annual budget of approximately
$528 million with more than 50,000 employ-
ees. Ben Taub General Hospital and Lyndon
B. Johnson General Hospital treat 77% of
Houston’s serious trauma. Under Moore’s
leadership the Hospital District’s programs in
outpatient care and disease prevention and

health promotion have been enhanced and ex-
panded. New outreach programs in the com-
munity health centers now provide mammog-
raphy, diabetes screening, immunizations,
early disease detection, and health care for
the homeless.

As one of the nation’s top public health care
administrators, Mrs. Moore never loses sight
of the Hospital District’s mission-quality health
care for the underserved. In a changing health
care environment, she has managed, year
after year, to balance compassion with fiscal
prudence. Under Moore’s leadership, the dis-
trict, which has the lowest per capita tax rate
of all Texas hospital districts, has nearly dou-
bled its non-tax revenue.

In addition to her responsibilities at the Hos-
pital District, Lois Moore also serves her com-
munity selflessly. She serves on numerous
boards including the American Red Cross,
March of Dimes, United Way, Texas Associa-
tion of Public and Non-Profit Hospitals, and
the National Association of Public Hospitals.
She is a Fellow of the American College of
Health Care Executives and is included in
Who’s Who in America. Mrs. Moore was
awarded in 1994 Tree of Life Award from the
Jewish National Fund. In February, 1995, she
was named co-recipient of the Houston Area
Healthcare Coalition’s Healthcare Provider
Award. In April of 1996 she was awarded an
honorary Doctor of Humane Letters degree
from Our Lady of the Lake University of San
Antonio, Texas.

Mrs. Moore has testified before national
committees on healthcare reform, served on
Governor Ann Richard’s Task Force on Health
Care, and is a frequent speaker on public
health issues and health care reform.

With all of this on her plate, Mrs. Moore also
found the time to care for her loving family
which consists of her husband Hard, daughter
Yolonda, son-in-law Mike Williams and two
granddaughters, Kendra and Jasmine.

I am stating these things so that they will be
inscribed into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD but
her deeds will forever be remembered by
those who will try to fill the shoes of this great
woman. Congress and the 18th District of
Texas is proud to honor Mrs. Lois Moore and
we will truly miss her great service.
f

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT
ON THE POLITICS OF THE CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, last week Democrats were ac-
cused of trying to place politics in the
2000 Census. A Dear Colleague letter
was sent out which implied that the
Democratic Party, organized labor, and
the Census Bureau were involved in a
conspiracy to somehow undermine Re-
publicans through the partnership pro-
grams being organized to support the
2000 Census.

This claim would be laughable if it
were not so destructive. The decennial
Census is a national civic ritual. In
order to be successful, partnerships
with literally thousands of organiza-
tions must be established. The Census
Bureau is working hard to do that, re-
gardless of the political leanings of any

group. From Fortune 500 companies to
the AARP to the NAACP to the Na-
tional League of Cities, organizational
support for the largest national peace-
time mobilization in our Nation’s his-
tory is essential to the success of the
2000 Census.

The claim that it is Democrats who
are politicizing the Census is also iron-
ic, coming as it does almost 2 years to
the day after the Republican memo
which began the blatant politics in the
Census.

So I rise today first to set the record
straight and share with the Members
some of the history of the Republican
attempts to place politics in the Cen-
sus, but also to commend some recent
moves by the Speaker which indicate
that a more bipartisan spirit may be
prevailing over this issue.

On May 20, 1997, 2 years ago, the GOP
sent a memo to Republican State
chairs. In it, the Chair of the Repub-
lican National Committee said that the
2000 Census was, and I quote, ‘‘an issue
of unusual importance to the future of
the Republican Party,’’ and that at
stake is ‘‘our GOP majority in the
House.’’

In that memo was nothing about the
importance of counting all Americans,
regardless of race, age, or income;
nothing about the impact of the Census
on the lives of real people: about how
State and local governments use Cen-
sus information to plan schools and
highways, about how the Federal gov-
ernment uses it to distribute funds for
health care and other programs; and
nothing about how businesses use it in
making their economic and marketing
plans. Instead, we find only cynical,
partisan rhetoric about how to make
sure the 2000 Census benefits Repub-
licans.

That was just the beginning. In June
of 1997 Republicans tried to ban statis-
tical methods for the Census on the
disaster relief bill for the flood victims
in the Midwest. Then in September of
1997 the majority put language in the
Commerce-Justice-State appropria-
tions bill to ban the use of statistical
methods.

They tried again in 1998 to kill the
use of statistical methods and failed.
Then they turned to the courts. In Jan-
uary they lost that battle, too, when
the Supreme Court ruled that the Cen-
sus Bureau could not use modern sci-
entific methods for apportionment, but
they are required to use it for every-
thing else, if feasible. The majority has
done everything it can to prevent the
most accurate Census possible in 2000.

b 1930

They have recently begun throwing
up legislative obstacles to an accurate
census here in the House and have also
begun a campaign at the State level to
prevent the use of accurate numbers.

The 1990 census had an error rate of
over 10 percent. There were 8.4 million
missed and 4.4 million people that were
counted twice. The 1990 census missed
one in 10 African-American males, one
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in 20 Latinos, one in eight American
Indians on reservations, and one in 16
rural non-Hispanic whites.

Up until just recently, the sole focus
of the majority’s agenda has been to
make sure that these people are left
out of the 2000 census. But there are
signs of hope. Call me a starry-eyed op-
timist, but I think the Republican
leadership may be coming to its senses.

They have finally agreed with us on
one census problem and will not shut
down the government this June 15 as
they originally planned. The emer-
gency supplemental appropriation
which passed last night contained a
provision eliminating that artificial
deadline. It also included almost $45
million in additional money the Census
Bureau will need to conduct the census
using old methods. That, too, is a hope-
ful sign. I welcome these signals of a
new spirit of bipartisanship on census
issues.

Let me just add that I hope it con-
tinues through the fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriations process, as we are about
to begin it.

Mr. Speaker, last week Democrats were ac-
cused of trying to politicize the 2000 Census.

A Dear Colleague letter was sent out which
implied that the Democratic party, organized
labor, and the Census Bureau were involved
in a conspiracy to somehow undermine Re-
publicans through the Partnership programs
being organized to support the 2000 Census.

This claim would be laughable if it weren’t
so destructive.

The Decennial Census is a national civic rit-
ual. In order to be successful, partnerships
with literally thousands of organizations must
be established, and the Census Bureau is
working hard to do that—regardless of the po-
litical leanings of any group.

The Decennial Census is a national civic rit-
ual. In order to be successful, partnerships
with literally thousands of organizations must
be established, and the Census Bureau is
working hard to do that—regardless of the po-
litical leanings of any group.

From Fortune 500 companies, to the AARP,
to the NAACP to the National League of Cit-
ies—organizational support for the largest na-
tional peace time mobilization in our nation’s
history is essential to the success of the 2000
Census.

The claim that it is Democrats who are po-
liticizing the census is also ironic, coming as
it does almost two years to the day after the
Republican memo which began the blatant
politicization of the Census.

And so I rise today first to set the record
straight and share with you some of the his-
tory of the Republican attempts to politicize
the Census, but also to commend some re-
cent moves by the Speaker which indicate that
a more bipartisan spirit may be prevailing over
this issue.

On May 20th 1997, two years ago, the GOP
began their blatant attempts to politicize the
2000 Census with a memo to Republican
State Chairs.

In it, the Chair of the Republican National
Committee said that the 2000 Census was ‘‘an
issue of unusual importance to the future of
the Republican Party,’’ and that ‘‘At stake is
our GOP majority in the House. . . .’’

In that memo was nothing about the impor-
tance of counting all Americans, regardless of
race, or age, or income.

Nothing about impact of the census on the
lives of real people—about how state and
local governments use census information to
plan schools and highways, about how the
federal government uses it to distribute funds
for health care and other programs, and noth-
ing about how businesses use it in making
their economic and marketing plans.

Instead you find only cynical, partisan rhet-
oric about how to make sure the 2000 Census
benefits Republicans.

That was just the beginning.
In June of 1997, Republicans tried to ban

statistical methods for the Census on a dis-
aster relief bill for the flood victims in the Mid-
west.

Then in September of 1997 the majority put
language in the Commerce, Justice, State ap-
propriations bill to ban the use of statistical
methods.

They tried again in 1998 to kill the use of
statistical methods and failed.

Then they turned to the courts. In January,
they lost that battle too when the Supreme
Court ruled that the Census Bureau could not
use statistical methods for apportionment, but
that they are required to use it for everything
else, if feasible.

The majority has done everything it can to
prevent the most accurate census possible in
2000.

They have recently begun throwing up legis-
lative obstacles to an accurate census here in
the House, and have also begun a campaign
at the state level to prevent the use of accu-
rate numbers.

The 1990 census had an error rate of over
10 percent. There were 8.4 million people
missed, and 4.4 million people counted twice.

The 1990 census missed 1 in 10 African
American males; 1 in 20 Latinos; 1 in 8 Amer-
ican Indians on reservations; and 1 in 16 rural
non-Hispanic Whites.

Up until just recently, the sole focus of the
majority’s agenda has been to make sure that
these people are left out of the 2000 Census
as well.

But there are signs of hope. Call me a star-
ry-eyed optimist, but I think the Republican
leadership may be coming to its senses.

They have finally agreed with us on one
census problem and will not shut down the
government this June 15th as they originally
planned.

The Emergency Supplemental Appropriation
which passed last night contained a provision
eliminating that artificial deadline.

It also included $45 million in additional
money the Census Bureau will need to con-
duct the census using old methods. That too
is a hopeful sign.

I welcome these signals of a new spirit of
bipartisanship on Census issues.

Let me just add that I hope it continues
through the fiscal year 2000 appropriations
process we are about to begin.

We also need to realize that conducting the
Census using the old methods that Repub-
licans have insisted upon will cost a lot of
money—as much as $2 billion more than origi-
nally planned.

I urge Republicans and Democrats alike to
support full funding for the 2000 Census.

There is one clear and simple issue here—
will the next census count everyone, or will it
repeat the mistakes of 1990 leaving millions of
people unrepresented and unfairly left out.

I call upon the Republican Party to build
upon its recent gestures and allow the Census

Bureau to conduct the most accurate census
possible.

The first census of the 21st century must be
as accurate and complete as we can make it.

The Constitution of the United States and
the American people demand no less.
f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING IN
THE 7TH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT OF MARYLAND: DRUG
COMPANIES PROFIT AT THE EX-
PENSE OF OLDER AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, food
and medicine are very, very important
to people. Sadly, in Baltimore City and
Baltimore County and all over this Na-
tion, it has become increasingly clear
that after a lifetime of service to fam-
ily and community, too many seniors
are faced with the cruel and difficult
choice between paying for the miracle
drugs which sustain life and buying
food.

The findings of the Committee on
Government Reform minority staff
study of my district, the 7th Congres-
sional District of Maryland, dem-
onstrates that in Baltimore a senior
citizen paying for his or her own pre-
scription drugs must pay on the aver-
age more than twice as much for the
drugs as the drug companies’ favored
customers.

For the five drugs investigated in
this study, the average price differen-
tial was 133 percent. The drug with the
highest price differential was
Synthroid, a commonly used hormone
treatment manufactured by Knoll
Pharmaceuticals. For this drug, the
price differential for senior citizens in
Maryland was an incredible 1,641 per-
cent. An equivalent dose of this drug
would cost the manufacturers’ favored
customers $1.75. An uninsured senior
citizen in Baltimore must pay over $30.

Now, because large preferred cus-
tomers of the drug companies typically
buy in bulk, some difference between
retail prices and favored customer
prices would be expected. But the study
found there is an unusually large price
differential being enforced for prescrip-
tion drugs, over six times greater than
the average price differential for other
consumer goods typically purchased by
senior citizens.

Moreover, it appears to be pharma-
ceutical manufacturers, not our local
drug stores, which are responsible for
the far higher prices. Local pharmacies
appear to have relatively small mark-
ups between the prices at which they
buy prescription drugs and the prices
at which they sell them. Retail prices
are just 5 percent above manufacturers
suggested price to pharmacies.

It appears that the drug companies
are engaged in a form of discrimina-
tory pricing that victimizes those who
are least able to afford it. Large cor-
porate governmental and institutional
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customers with market power are able
to buy their drugs at discounted prices.
Drug companies then raise prices for
sales to seniors and others who pay for
drugs themselves to compensate for
these discounts to the favored cus-
tomers.

By engaging in these cost-switching
price practices, drug manufacturers are
earning enormous profits, while seniors
must choose between food and medi-
cine. America’s top 10 drug manufac-
turers are expected to reap approxi-
mately $20 billion in profits in 1999
alone.

Reducing the cost of prescription
drugs for seniors and other uninsured
individuals is a moral imperative.
Until we can achieve expanded Medi-
care coverage, the Federal Government
should not be doing business with drug
manufacturers which discriminate
against uninsured senior citizens and
others in their pricing.

That is why I commend and join the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. ALLEN)
and another 100 of the Members in Con-
gress in cosponsoring the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act.

This legislation would not enact
price controls, but the government
would cease buying drugs from compa-
nies which engage in cost-switching. It
would require drug manufacturers to
sell to pharmacies the drugs needed by
Medicare patients at the lowest price
paid by any government agency or
other preferred customer.

This bill would assert the Federal
Government’s purchasing power to en-
courage the compassionate and even-
handed pricing of live-saving prescrip-
tion drugs. The bill would allow phar-
macies to benefit from the govern-
ment’s purchasing power, effectively
reducing the price that they pay for
the drugs they dispense to Medicare
beneficiaries. Based upon our analysis
of Baltimore’s prices and those applica-
ble in other areas, I believe that phar-
macies would pass most of these sav-
ings on to Medicare patients in the
form of lower prices.

Today drug companies are utilizing
market forces against the interest of
senior citizens in a way which is unfair
and contrary to our national interests.
We can make the market follow moral-
ity. Never again should any senior cit-
izen be forced to choose between food
and medicine. I urge my colleagues to
support the Prescription Drug Fairness
for Seniors Act.
f

LOOKING AT THE RECORD OF THE
VICE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, to-
night marks the second in a series of
special orders that House conservatives
hope to hold on the record of Vice
President AL GORE.

The Vice President has been particu-
larly aggressive in attacking the work
of congressional Republicans. He likes
to call us names and say that we are
extreme. That is a frequent theme from
the Clinton-Gore administration.

Conservatives believe it is important
for the American people to understand
why AL GORE finds our record of cut-
ting taxes, balancing the budget, elimi-
nating wasteful government and re-
storing common sense environmental
policies so contemptible. To do this, we
must look at AL GORE’S record.

At a future time we plan to call at-
tention to the fact that while in Con-
gress, AL GORE voted to raise taxes
more than 50 times. He even voted to
raise taxes after he left Congress. As
Vice President he broke a tie vote in
the Senate in favor of the 1993 Clinton-
Gore tax increase, the largest tax hike
in our Nation’s history.

We also will examine his record on
spending, which cannot under any defi-
nition be seen as moderate. In fact, he
was given the dubious title of ‘‘big
spender’’ 14 of his 16 years in Congress.

Tonight we will continue the exam-
ination of AL GORE’S views on the envi-
ronment. This examination is impor-
tant because, upon being elected, Presi-
dent Bill Clinton ceded control of his
administration’s environmental policy
to Vice President AL GORE. In fact, Mr.
GORE was given the authority to select
the EPA administrator and other high-
ranking environmental policy posi-
tions.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have read ac-
counts where people expect us to ridi-
cule Mr. GORE by quoting from some of
his writings. The ridicule will have to
be done perhaps by the listener. I
would just observe that we are not here
tonight particularly to focus upon his
exaggerated claim to have been, he and
his wife, the model on which ‘‘Love
Story’’ was based, that movie of many
years ago, or indeed his claimed father-
hood of the Internet, which frankly is
outrageous and laughable, or indeed
most recently his claim to being the
originator of the idea of a certain web
site designed to protect children, to as-
sist parents in protecting children from
the dark side of the Internet, the por-
nography that is available there.

No, tonight I plan to focus on policy.
What is the policy of this man who is
the Vice President, who has stood
largely in the shadow of the President,
but who in reality is a key policy-
maker and whose views are actually
set forth by his own hand in his own
book, ‘‘Earth in the Balance: Ecology
and the Human Spirit,’’ a book not ac-
tually ghost written but in fact written
by the Vice President himself.

So this book is a valuable document
because it is in his own hand and re-
flects his own thinking, thinking which
he has repeatedly and very recently
backed up and acknowledged that, in-
deed, this book continues to reflect his
views. So I think it is very timely to
look into some of these issues.

In the first special order a couple of
weeks ago we did this, we looked at one

of his writings. I think just by way of
review, it would be good to go over this
again. Quoting from ‘‘Earth in the Bal-
ance,’’ he wrote that ‘‘Modern indus-
trial civilization as presently organized
is colliding violently with our planet’s
ecological system. The ferocity of its
assault on the Earth is breathtaking,
and the horrific consequences are oc-
curring so quickly as to defy our capac-
ity to recognize them, comprehend
their global implications, and organize
an appropriate and timely response.’’

There is a recurring theme through-
out his writings of promoting this idea
of a crisis and the need for extraor-
dinary measures in responding to this
crisis, just as if we are not in a normal
situation where we go through normal
processes, but because it is a crisis, it
justifies extraordinary approaches.

Another quote on the Holocaust and
global warming: ‘‘New warnings of a
different sort signal an environmental
Holocaust without precedent. Today
the evidence of an ecological
crystalnacht is as clear as the sound of
glass shattering in Berlin. It is not
merely in the service of analogy that I
have referred so often to the struggles
against Nazi and Communist totali-
tarianism, because I believe that the
emerging effort to save the environ-
ment is a continuation of these strug-
gles.’’

Many, I think, Mr. Speaker, would
certainly feel this is gross exaggeration
at a minimum. Actually, when we
think of the very idea of bringing in
the Holocaust where people lost all
their freedoms, including their lives,
lost many of their family members, in-
deed entire families were wiped out by
this horrific, historic event, it seems
demeaning to me to be talking in these
terms and implying that whatever situ-
ation we may face today is in any way
related in kind or in degree to what
went on during the Holocaust.

Well, here again, we have a very dra-
matic statement on the coming civil
war: ‘‘We now face the prospect of a
kind of global civil war between those
who refuse to consider the con-
sequences of civilizations’ relentless
advance and those who refuse to be si-
lent partners in the destruction. More
and more people of conscience are join-
ing the effort to resist, but the time
has come to make this struggle the
central organizing principle of world
civilization. God and history will re-
member our judgment.’’

b 1945

Very, very strong terms that he is
using here, implying really that, if we
are not on his side, we are not a person
of conscience, implying that if we do
not refuse to be a silent partner in a
destruction, so to speak, that if we are
not with them, we are against them,
that if we are not part of the solution,
we are part of the problem. Very much
that kind of dogmatic expression here
and really impugning all those who do
not join in this particular view of the
situation.
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And again, whatever we may think of

the circumstances we face in the envi-
ronment, I guess I would just observe
we made great strides in the environ-
ment by any dispassionate standard.

For example, I grew up in Los Ange-
les as a young person and I remember
my eyes smarting so badly on any
number of days and the tremendous air
pollution that we had there extending
up into the early 1960s. And then we go
back today and we do not experience
that kind of thing anymore, and on a
number of occasions we will find clear
days there.

So I mean, I just point out, and the
statistics do bear it out beyond my an-
ecdotal experience, but there has been
dramatic improvements in the area of
for example air pollution, in the area of
water pollution, dramatic improve-
ments in the way that we treat the en-
vironment.

So I honestly find it difficult to fath-
om these illustrations of a civil war, of
an environmental Holocaust. I mean, it
is shameless exploitation. It is a gross
exaggeration. It is not indeed the re-
ality.

Well, here is the quote I guess we
read last time, AL GORE on the Amer-
ican century:

The 20th century has not been kind to the
constant human striving for a sense of pur-
pose in life. Two world wars, the Holocaust,
the invention of nuclear weapons, and now
the global environmental crises have led
many of us to wonder if survival, much less
enlightened, joyous and hopeful living, is
possible. We retreat into the seductive tools
and technologies of industrial civilization,
but that only creates new problems as we be-
come increasingly isolated from one another
and disconnected from our roots.

I mean, this is an unbelievable quote.
Every time I read it I marvel there is
so much to pull out of that. There
again we see the Holocaust being
pulled into it, two world wars, and then
the reference again to what we face as
the global environmental crisis, imply-
ing that when it is a crisis, it is like a
world war, it is like the Holocaust, im-
plying that extraordinary measures are
called for and, frankly, implying, when
we read the rest of the book, that the
compromise of our freedoms is justified
in order to meet this crisis, just as in
wartime in the United States the Gov-
ernment becomes much more powerful
and is able to impose things on the
citizenry that it could not do in peace-
time because it is involved in a strug-
gle for national survival. And this is
the framework that is being set here by
the Vice President.

And then this last part I find inter-
esting, paradoxical, frankly, in light of
the Vice President’s own actions. ‘‘We
retreat into the seductive tools and
technologies of industrial civilization.’’

Well, this is the man who has
claimed authorship of the Internet.
That is about as high tech as we can
get. That is a futurist, if you will. And
yet, by his other writings, some of
which we have read off these charts to-
night, I mean, he is almost anti-tech-
nology, almost pre-Colombian, getting

back to the time before the European
male disturbed everything in the world
and caused this environmental crisis, if
you will, that we presently suffer from
according to him.

I just think these are interesting
views for someone holding the second
highest office in the United States to
have.

Look at the future on cars that he
has. Quoting again from the book:

Within the context of the Strategic Envi-
ronment Initiative, it ought to be able to es-
tablish a coordinate, a global program, to ac-
complish the strategic goal of completely
eliminating the internal combustion engine
over, say, a 25-year period.

Well, the internal combustion engine
has been a great blessing to modern
mankind, perhaps more than anything
else we can think of. I do not know
about my colleagues, but the thought
of having a battery-powered car spew-
ing off horrendous amounts of ozone
fumes being highly toxic, we think we
have problems with toxic disposal now,
what are we going to do when every-
body is driving one of these electric
cars that has six, seven, or eight huge
batteries in it?

By the way, these cars do not have a
very long range. I think they are about
a hundred miles or so. They are not
nearly as fast or as powerful as today’s
cars. And that is a problem if we are
trying to go over the mountains or up
a hill or any number of things that
sometimes vehicles are called upon to
do. We would have to ask ourselves
what is really involved.

It says a global coordinated program.
A lot of things I read in AL GORE’s
writings are linked to this globalism. I
mean, is the U.N. going to own a de-
partment on this too to supervise and
wipe out the use of our internal com-
bustion engine? Are we going to have
to fill a report as one of the countries
giving some U.N. czar an accounting of
how we are making progress on this
front?

I mean, it is truly alarming the
amount of intervention by the United
Nations in what has traditionally been
regarded as the sovereign affairs of this
Nation. So I find that a very bizarre
idea as well, talking about getting rid
of the internal combustion engine.

By the way, a lot of jobs in this coun-
try depend upon the internal combus-
tion engine. And I do not know what
would happen to those people, and Mr.
GORE does not really offer that in his
book.

Former senior ABC news cor-
respondent Bob Zelnick has written a
book actually about the Vice Presi-
dent. It is called ‘‘Gore: A Political
Life.’’ I am sorry I do not have these
quotes up on the chart, but I will just
share a couple of them with my col-
leagues, one by Mr. Zelnick, referring
to this book ‘‘Earth in the Balance,’’
which I encourage everybody to buy a
copy of and to read. He says the fol-
lowing:

The book is pathetically one-dimensional
in its view of Western Civilization, shabby in

its ignorance of economics, simplistic in its
approach to problem solving, and grandly
certain of a crisis that has not been proved
to exist despite a massive scientific effort
funded by the U.S. Government to the tune
of more than $2 billion a year.

Then economist Robert W. Hahn said
the following, again in comment upon
the book. He said, the book contains
‘‘an incredible laundry list which can
easily result in central planners select-
ing environmentally and politically
correct products and technologies. It is
nothing less than environmental so-
cialism.’’ Again, Mr. Hahn’s quote on
this book written by the Vice Presi-
dent. ‘‘It is nothing less than environ-
mental socialism.’’ Very disturbing.

Well, there are some factual con-
tradictions, many, to the assertions
made by the Vice President. Let us
look into a few of the claims.

AL GORE has claimed that urban
sprawl or suburbanization is rapidly re-
ducing the amount of open space, rural
areas, and farmland at an alarming
pace that strict growth controls are
needed to preserve scenic open spaces
and protect the Nation’s food supply.

So once again, it is a crisis, it is an
alarming pace. I left out a word, ‘‘such
an alarming pace that strict growth
controls are needed to preserve these
open spaces.’’ So, once again, extraor-
dinary measures to meet extraordinary
events. That is the advantage. If they
are a demagogue trying to justify in-
trusions into one’s freedom, they have
got to set the stage by advancing this
crisis, this idea that we are literally
under seize, that we are at war, that we
need, therefore, to have extraordinary
responses. That is why I think Mr.
Hahn refers to these writings as ‘‘envi-
ronmental socialism.’’

My colleagues heard the claim, loss
of our open space so alarming at its
pace that we have got to have strict
growth controls. Here is the reality:
Only 4.8 percent of the land area of the
United States is developed; and in more
than three-quarters of the States, over
90 percent of the land is used for rural
purposes, such as forestry, pasture,
wildlife preservation, and parks.

Indeed, according to the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, each year only .006 per-
cent, that is six ten-thousandths of one
percent, of land in the continental
United States is developed.

Mr. GORE has made another claim.
‘‘An increase of 11⁄2 degrees Farenheit
in global temperatures since 1850 is
proof that manmade carbon dioxide
emissions are dangerously heating up
the planet.’’ Have we not heard a lot
about that out of the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration? And yet here is the fact
on that: This claim ignores the fact
that the Earth’s temperature naturally
rises and falls over the course of sev-
eral centuries.

If we think about it, they cannot
even get the weather forecast right for
tomorrow let alone deducing that
somehow our temperature has risen.
Since the last Ice Age ended nearly
11,000 years ago, there have been seven
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major warming and cooling trends. Of
the six trends preceding the current pe-
riod of warming, three produced tem-
peratures warmer than today, while
three produced temperatures colder
than today.

The pattern of the most recent
warming, this proves an alleged human
contribution. One degree of the warm-
ing occurred between 1850 and 1940,
when human carbon dioxide emissions
were negligible in that 90-year period.
Between 1940 and 1979, the temperature
increased only one-half a degree
Farenheit when rapidly rising amounts
of carbon dioxide emissions should
have been causing warming to accel-
erate.

NASA’s T–ROSE series of satellites
indicate that there has indeed even
been a slight cooling trend of .02 de-
grees Farenheit since 1979, a cooling
trend. And yet we heard his assertion
that we are dangerously heating up the
planet through carbon dioxide emis-
sions.

These results have been collaborated
by weather balloons, the results of the
T–ROSE satellite that show that, in-
deed, far from heating up the planet,
there is a cooling trend since 1979. The
source for this is ‘‘Talking Points in
the Economy: Environmental Series’’
from the National Center for Public
Policy Research.

I have just got three more claims,
and then I am going to call on my dis-
tinguished colleague from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) to offer his thoughts. By the
way, I observe that he has been very
involved, through his subcommittee,
on analyzing the Kyoto Treaty and
measures relating to it dealing with
global warming.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield for one second be-
fore he continues on that?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
congratulate the gentleman for bring-
ing these issues before the House be-
cause they are extremely important in
the current business of this Congress.
He mentioned how Vice President GORE
has advocated and recently said he
stood by every word in the book that
we should begin a martial plan of sorts
to phase out the automobile, or at
least the internal combustion engine.

Well, it seems to me a very relevant
fact for the oversight hearings that our
subcommittee is having on imple-
menting this global warming treaty. It
is a policy that it is very clear this ad-
ministration is implementing even
without the Senate approval of that
treaty. And tomorrow, in fact, we are
having a joint Senate and House hear-
ing where the administration is testi-
fying about what steps they have taken
to follow requirements in last year’s
appropriations bill to justify all of the
spending that they are using in the
area of climate change and global
warming.

So my colleague brings forward to
this House information that is critical

to our pursuit of that oversight capac-
ity of this administration on current
policies. And some of the goofy ideas
that the Vice President put forward
and says he still believes in are having
a direct effect today on policies in the
Clinton-Gore administration and some-
thing I think, when most Americans
realize, the AFL–CIO even said it could
cost us a million jobs if we imple-
mented that treaty as part of this mar-
tial plan for the environment.

b 2000

That is 1 million American jobs that
will be sent to Mexico because they are
not part of the treaty, or China be-
cause they are not part of the treaty,
or North Korea or Latin America or
India because they are not part of the
treaty. And so it has a real impact on
the daily lives of at least those 1 mil-
lion American families that would be
affected by the loss of their job when
these ideas are implemented by Mr.
GORE and the administration. I want to
commend the gentleman for bringing
this forward. I look forward to hearing
his other examples and then have a
couple that I would like to add as well.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen-
tleman. I thank him as well for doing
his excellent work on this subject with
his subcommittee in bringing out these
important facts.

Here is another claim by the Vice
President. He has said, ‘‘Global warm-
ing is responsible for 1998 being the
hottest year on record.’’ Some of these
are just so patently false and absurd
that it makes you smile when you read
them. The hottest year on record. I
mean, that is either true or it is not.

The fact is it is not. This last year’s
hot weather in North America did not
even set records. North America’s
record high was reached on July 10,
1913 when Death Valley in my State of
California hit 134 degrees Fahrenheit.
That is pretty hot. None of the other
seven continents broke records last
year, either. Africa hit its record high
in 1922, Asia in 1942, Australia in 1889,
Europe in 1881, South America in 1905,
Oceana in 1912 and Antarctica in 1974.

Here is another claim. AL GORE has
maintained that all old growth forests
in America will be wiped out within 20
years. Here is the fact on that. There
are a lot of people that have, I think,
been misinformed on this, precisely be-
cause of comments like this by the
Vice President.

The fact is as of 1993, there were 13.2
million acres of old growth forests left
in America, old growth defined as for-
ests containing trees over 200 years old.
Eight million of these acres were to-
tally protected in national parks and
wilderness areas and can never be har-
vested. So 8 million of the 13.2 million
acres of old growth can never be har-
vested in this country. Furthermore,
the harvesting rate for the remaining
5.2 million acres of old growth forest is
approximately only 1 percent per year.

Here is another statistic that I will
throw out. There is more standing tim-

ber in the United States of America
today than at any time in the 20th cen-
tury. That is also a fact. In fact, there
is so much standing timber, that is
why our forests face catastrophic
threat of forest fire. If we quadrupled
the cutting of the trees right now, we
could not catch up with the amount of
growth that is occurring each year.
That is how serious this threat really
is.

Lastly—lastly for the night—of
course there are many other absurd
claims that we will focus on, but for
the night this is the final one I will ad-
dress. ‘‘The United States is running
out of space for landfills.’’

Here is an interesting statistic, an
interesting fact. All garbage produced
in the United States for the next 500
years would fit in a single landfill
measuring 20 miles by 20 miles. That is
an interesting statistic. So I do not
think we are running out of landfills.

With that, I am going to now call
upon the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH), who by the way is chair-
man of the Conservative Action Team,
a group of conservatives in the House,
organized to try and increase their ef-
fectiveness in promoting that philos-
ophy. I yield to the gentleman from In-
diana.

Mr. MCINTOSH. I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) for yielding. I should point out
to our viewers and our colleagues the
gentleman’s modesty. He was one of
the four founders of the Conservative
Action Team and has been a true
strength of keeping those principles
alive in this Congress and in the pre-
vious Congresses. I thank him for that
diligent work.

Mr. Speaker, one of the anomalies
that some of the research showed was
this question of whether or not deplet-
ing the ozone layer would in fact cause
more cancer. All of us are horrified by
the increases in cancer rates, and I
think all of us can say we have seen
loved ones or friends or family mem-
bers who have been struck by that ter-
rible disease. And so certainly we
would want to do everything possible
to try to make sure that that was pre-
vented and every step possible to make
sure it was in fact cured and treated.

One of the false claims that I under-
stand has been made is that somehow
the depletion of ozone will affect the
incidence of melanoma, skin cancer. In
fact, the scientific studies show that
ultraviolet A rays do affect that.
Therefore, we need to be very careful
about exposing people to that. But ul-
traviolet B rays do not. The facts are,
the scientific community has con-
firmed this, ozone has nothing to do
with ultraviolet A, which is the cancer-
causing rays, but does block ultra-
violet B which are not linked to in-
creased incidence of cancer. So the
claims that having to worry about the
ozone layer could increase the inci-
dence of cancer do not seem to be sub-
stantiated by the science.

But even more profound, as I was
reading through the Vice President’s
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book, he talks about one of the prom-
ising new treatments for cancer, a drug
called Taxol which can be produced
from the Pacific yew tree. I want to
read to you so you can get an idea
where this man is coming from, what
he had to say about that.

‘‘The Pacific yew tree can be cut
down,’’ and, by the way, this is on page
119 of his book, ‘‘Earth in the Bal-
ance.’’ I do recommend people try to
read it and get a better understanding
of what philosophy is driving this ad-
ministration and Vice President GORE’s
actions in particular. On page 119, he
says:

The Pacific yew can be cut down and proc-
essed to produce a potent chemical, Taxol,
which offers some promise of curing certain
forms of lung, breast and ovarian cancer in
patients who would otherwise quickly die. It
seems an easy choice. Sacrifice the tree for
a human life, until,

and this is the part I would like peo-
ple to focus on,

until one learns that three trees must be
destroyed for each patient treated. Then it
becomes a close question.

Well, quite frankly in my book it is a
very easy question. Three trees versus
a human life, three trees versus the
ability to prolong someone’s life who is
suffering from cancer. I would pick the
individual, the person, the human
being who is a cancer patient and suf-
fering from that dreaded disease and
say it is clear three trees are worth it.
We can sacrifice three trees to save one
human life. But the Vice President ap-
parently does not think that is so
clear. He goes on to discuss that in his
book.

That to me is an indication of the
larger differences in philosophy that
are approached by this administration
and many of us in the Conservative Ac-
tion Team. We set as our priority hav-
ing government actions that help peo-
ple, that maximize freedom of individ-
uals, that allow individuals to pursue
their lives, that allow businesses to
pursue remedies for cancer, whether it
is in yew trees or other research. They
feel it is better to regulate that, have
the government make that larger ques-
tion, is it worth three trees to save a
human life?

Our philosophy is, let the individual
make those choices. For me, the an-
swer is clear. It is worth it. But let in-
dividuals make that. If they want to
seek that remedy, that aid, that treat-
ment for their cancer, give them the
opportunity to do it. Do not interpose
AL GORE’s government to make that
decision for us and say, ‘‘We have to
consider the larger social ramifications
because we think those trees may be
important to save and, yes, we regret
that some people may lose their lives
to cancer but we have these larger con-
siderations.’’

That difference in philosophy is pro-
found. It ends up being part of every
decision that we make here in Con-
gress. Do we add more regulations and
thereby take away freedom in the
name of this cause? Do we increase

taxes so that government can decide
how we should distribute resources
among different individuals? To both of
those, the Conservative Action Team
says no. And let no more regulations
unless you can show there is a definite
benefit that outweighs the cost. And no
more taxes. In fact, we want to reduce
the cost of government so that we can
lower taxes to allow people to keep
more of their hard-earned income.

It is important that we have those
fundamental debates from time to time
here on the House floor, because they
come up bill after bill after bill. There
is something that often we do not focus
on. And so one of the things that I
think is critical as we continue this ef-
fort of bringing forward the record of a
very important official in our govern-
ment, someone whose decisions are
making an impact on each of our lives
every day, that we know both the
record but also those philosophical dif-
ferences that can be discerned from
their writing.

If you had told me that perhaps this
was written before Vice President GORE
had had a chance to be the number two
executive in the government, and that
he has learned since then that perhaps
some of these ideas were a little far-
fetched, a little bit goofy, perhaps a
little bit out of context for the modern
world and that he had rethought some
of them, I would understand that per-
haps we should not be bringing them
forward today and focusing on them.
But I am told that as recently as a cou-
ple of months ago when asked about it,
Vice President GORE said categorically
he stood by every word in this book.
And so it is in fact relevant to today’s
thinking what exactly is written in
this book.

I was surprised, as I read through
many of the pages there, that it is a
completely different description of
what our goals and aspirations are and
should be. I do not think the modern
world is like the Nazi Holocaust. I
think the modern world has provided
incalculable benefits, that people are
better off today than they were 10
years ago or 20 years ago or 50 years
ago; that we have miracles of modern
science that allow us to treat cancer
patients, that allow us to extend life,
that allow us to provide a better hope
for the future for all people; and that
that progress has gone forward in spite
of the thinking that we need to re-
strain it because there might be this
almost Nazi-like Holocaust in the
world if we do not reverse course and
undo much of the modern society,
much of modern technology, much of
the learning that has accrued to our
benefit in the last 50 years.

So I do appreciate the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) lead-
ing this effort. I hope to be able to join
him in the coming months to bring for-
ward other topics. As I understand it,
we will be looking at the Gore tax on
long distance calls, a tax that Al Gore
promoted, that actually was never
voted on directly by this House of Rep-

resentatives, but now every person who
places a long distance call in this coun-
try pays to the FCC because of this
man. I understand that we will also be
looking at some of his record when he
was in the Senate, what did he vote for,
what were his prerogatives, what were
his preferences on taxes.

Somebody told me, and we are going
to track this down before we say it cat-
egorically, but somebody estimated
they thought he might even be more
liberal than TEDDY KENNEDY. It takes a
lot of work to be more liberal than
TEDDY KENNEDY in the United States
Senate. We will look at the record and
bring it out and tell the American peo-
ple that.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for giving me an opportunity to
participate today.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen-
tleman. I would just observe the motto
of the University of California is lifted
from the Bible, ‘‘Let there be light.’’
We intend to shine as much light as we
can so that, as the Bible says, ‘‘The
truth shall make us free.’’

With that, I would like to now ac-
knowledge our distinguished colleague
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) who will
share insights with us and perhaps will
explain why AL GORE was not allowed
to make the taxpayers fund his pet
project of raiding money from NASA to
show constant images of the earth
from outer space.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding,
and I commend him for arranging this
special order to talk about some of the
issues that our Vice President has pro-
moted and some of his policy positions.

Recently I had the opportunity in the
Committee on Science, as we were
marking up the NASA authorization
bill, to offer an amendment cutting the
funding to a satellite that had been
promoted by the Vice President. The
satellite was called Triana.

The Vice President originally an-
nounced his concept for this on March
13, 1998 in a speech that he gave at
MIT. He is quoted as saying, ‘‘It will
help us reach new heights of under-
standing and insight.’’ All this satellite
really is is a picture of the sunlit side
of the earth that would be available on
the Internet; interestingly, a service
that is already available right now on
several Internet sites. Simply what
they do now is, they take several
weather satellite images and combine
them together to produce what AL
GORE wants to spend $70 million pro-
ducing and then maybe another $100
million launching into orbit.

b 2015

Now the Washington Post ran an ar-
ticle about the Vice President’s speech
where they stated, quote, that GORE al-
most literally dreamed up the idea in
his sleep about a month ago, so that
would have been in the middle of Feb-
ruary of 1998, waking up at 3 a.m. one
night, according to a White House offi-
cial, and I would like to point out to
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my colleagues that there were a lot of
people waking up at 3 a.m. around that
same time in my congressional dis-
trict, not because they were getting
great wonderful ideas for new satellites
that they could order NASA to go
ahead and produce, but because they
had gotten pink slips from NASA be-
cause they were supposedly short of
money. Indeed, there were actually 600
people laid off because of a supposed
$100 million shortfall in the shuttle
budget. But then miraculously, after
Mr. GORE proposed this idea, NASA,
the agency that he to a certain degree
has been ceded control over by the
President, found tens of millions of
dollars has been put towards this
project.

Now in my opinion not only was this
satellite as proposed by AL GORE not
necessary, as it is already available on
the Internet, and not only was it a
waste of taxpayers’ money, but as well
it is really bad science. As I understand
it, there was really no peer review to
indicate that this science project was
really needed. Indeed the only peer re-
view that actually occurred, according
to my understanding of it, was the peer
review of how to build the satellite.

It is planned to be launched on a
shuttle mission. This will take up
space on the shuttle, space that could
be used to deploy other more impor-
tant research projects.

As I stated, a lot of people were wak-
ing up around the same time that AL
GORE was waking up worried in my
congressional district whether or not
they were going to have a job. But I
would like to point out to my col-
leagues that I believe if AL GORE is al-
lowed to fulfill his true environmental
vision for America, there are going to
be a lot of people waking up in the mid-
dle of the night because they do not
have a job.

We just heard tonight from the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) about his position on the inter-
nal combustion engine and his desire to
totally eliminate the internal combus-
tion engine. How many hundreds of
thousands of jobs currently are in-
volved in producing automobiles, sell-
ing automobiles in the United States,
and he would like to eliminate the
automobile? And I, for one, could tell
my colleagues that there are a lot of
good purposes that come out of the use
of the internal combustion engine.

Might I just mention that most am-
bulances run on the internal combus-
tion engine, most fire trucks run on
the internal combustion engine, and
yet Mr. GORE would like to eliminate
the internal combustion engine and
probably put millions of Americans out
of work currently in the auto industry,
and they, too, will be waking up in the
middle of the night, but not with bril-
liant ideas for new satellites, but in-
stead waking up in the middle of the
night because they do not have a job.

Might I also point out that AL GORE
is the biggest champion of the so-called
global warming treaty that would call

for the United States to eliminate 25
percent of its industrial production in
order to come within these supposed
caps on carbon dioxide elimination,
something that the Chinese do not
have to adhere to, most South Amer-
ican countries, African countries,
Asian countries. It is believed by many
economists that if we actually imple-
mented this treaty that AL GORE wants
us to implement, it could result in the
loss of thousands of American jobs.

And then I am so pleased that my
colleague from Indiana mentioned the
section in AL GORE’s book on Taxol. I
have taken care of cancer patients who
have gotten Taxol, and what a great
drug that has been, what a great tool it
is in the hands of oncologists as they
treat patients suffering from cancer,
and to cite in his book that maybe we
should not be harvesting this drug
from these trees because we have to
cut down three trees for every person
we save, in my opinion it is shameless.

When I got elected to the United
States Congress and left my medical
practice and realized that I would be
coming to this town and having to
work in a government under the au-
thority of Bill Clinton and AL GORE, I
got Earth in the Balance, and I read
Earth in the Balance, and let me tell
my colleagues it caused me to wake up
in the middle of the night knowing
that the second in command in this
country had such values and opinions
where he places the value of a tree over
that of a person, and I highly commend
my colleague the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) for calling this
special order. Reading Earth in the
Balance to me was a real eye opener. It
clearly lays out the reality of AL
GORE’s true values, and might I point
out that he stated those very clearly in
his acceptance speech at the Democrat
National Convention back in 1992
where he stated that he thought the
thing that united all Americans to-
gether was the environment.

Point of fact: All Americans support
a clean environment, as I do, and there
is plenty of evidence to indicate that
the Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act
are having their desired effect. Water
quality standards are improving, air
quality standards are improving, and
there is not an environmental crisis.
We are making good headway in this
problem area. If there is an environ-
mental crisis anywhere, it is in these
Third World and Communist countries
where they do not enforce any kind of
environmental standards, it is not here
in the United States, and for AL GORE
to cite that the environment was the
thing that unites all Americans in my
opinion is a tremendous insight into
what his true values are.

Now I am not going to stand here to-
night and speculate on what unites all
Americans. We can have great debates
about that, whether it is freedom that
we all cherish, the right to free speech,
worship as we wish, the right to start
our own business. We could go on and
on about what is it that unites us all.

We are truly a diverse Nation. But to
cite the environment as the thing that
unites us all in my opinion is a tremen-
dous insight into the distorted value
system that this Vice President has,
and I strongly would encourage all my
colleagues and all Americans to read
Earth in the Balance, particularly
those that work in the automotive in-
dustry, to get a better understanding
of the values of Vice President AL
GORE.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman.

I yield to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH).

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
take up on a comment that my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON), pointed out. Part of my
concern about current policy and the
Vice President’s leadership is that in
fact it is not good for the environment
even because he is so interested in
making a political statement about
this that the actual effects end up
being negative, and I will give my col-
leagues an example from my sub-
committee, the oversight hearing that
we had on EPA’s regulation of particu-
late matter and ozone which came out
about two years ago. We heard testi-
mony from governors who told us do
not go forward with this, we are mak-
ing tremendous strides in cleaning up
the air in our State based on the old
standards. If you go forward in what
many think is an illegal rulemaking,
and turns out the courts just last week
validated that rule. They said they
threw it out and said it is unconstitu-
tional, but the governor warned: If you
go forward, there will be all this con-
troversy, there will be lawsuits, and
the programs in his state, and this was
Ohio, will be put on hold effectively be-
cause all of the businesses will wait to
see which standard do they have to
meet.

So the result of very radical pos-
turing on the environment, and by the
way, one of the reasons they threw this
out was that EPA could not justify the
rule itself made any difference on pro-
tecting health and safety and the envi-
ronment, but they wanted to ratchet
down the requirements and say we
have done something; the result was
that for 2 years people all over the
country who are trying to comply with
the Clean Air Act did not know wheth-
er the old standard would apply or the
new standard would apply, and so any
innovative future-looking plan to re-
duce emissions, to come up with more
efficient engines, to cut back on the
use of energy, those were effectively
put on hold until they knew which
standard they had to meet.

So my problem in part with Vice
President GORE’S approach towards the
environment, of making it such a polit-
ical statement that you come up with
the goofy analogies that he has got
Nazis in the book is that it does not
really do a service to legitimate con-
servation efforts which people are
every day taking part of in this coun-
try.
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So I thank the gentleman for bring-

ing up that point.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman. I am going to
yield here in just a second to our good
colleague from Florida, but just to ob-
serve, to corroborate what you said,
the very thing Mr. GORE claims to sup-
port, the environment, his policies are
actually hurting. It is the same thing
in the area of national forests. I said
earlier we have more standing timber
than at any time in the 20th century.
We also have the worst forest health
than any time in the 20th century.
Great over growth in the forests, huge
amounts of dead and dying trees, all
brought about by the horrific forest
management policies of the Clinton/
Gore administration catering to these
sorts of extreme, bizarre, goofy views,
and I yield now to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON) for his com-
ments.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
again, and I just want to amplify on
what my colleague from Indiana was
talking about. If you look at all these
new areas where the Federal Govern-
ment has gotten itself involved in in
the latter half of the 20th century or
the second half of the 20th century, a
lot of what the Federal Government
has done has really not had a positive
effect, and the best example there is
education.

The Federal Government in the 1970s,
really dating back to the 1960’s, began
to involve itself in the educational sys-
tem, and concomitant with that actu-
ally educational performance stand-
ards in the United States have deterio-
rated. But the one area where the Fed-
eral Government has passed some laws
that seem to have had a beneficial ef-
fect is in the area of the environment
where we have had a good marked im-
provement in air quality standards and
water quality with the implementation
of the Clean Air Act and the Clean
Water Act.

What is very important about what
my colleague from Indiana just said is
we are not done with implementing the
features of the Clean Air Act and I be-
lieve also features of the Clean Water
Act, and there are governors and
States and municipalities that are still
working to adhere to that standard,
and it is believed by many who are
truly knowledgeable people in this
arena that if we just simply allow them
to continue, and my colleague is cor-
rect in that they have suspended action
for the past 2 years because of this con-
cern of a new standard, if we just leave
them go, that water quality standards
and air quality standards would con-
tinue to improve and actually get bet-
ter.

And I just cite all this to point out
that to claim that we have this crisis
when actually the air is better and the
water is better, I know I did my med-
ical school training at Lake Erie, and
Lake Erie was a mess, and now Lake
Erie is a clear lake, it is dramatically
improved.

I grew up on Long Island not far from
New York City in the mouth of the
Hudson River. The Hudson River was a
disaster. It is now much better. There
is still more clean up that needs to be
done, but we are heading in the right
direction.

And for the Vice President to claim
that literally the world is falling apart,
that we have this absolute environ-
mental crisis, I believe is absurd, and it
certainly is absurd to entertain a seri-
ous discussion of a person with such ex-
treme, extreme values be placed in the
position of Commander in Chief of the
United States, and I really thank the
gentleman for yielding again. He has
been very gracious in yielding his time.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me just say
again, citing another example, of how
GORE, Mr. GORE’S views actually are
hurting the objective he claims to ad-
vance, namely protecting the environ-
ment. The Clinton-Gore administration
has absolutely resisted any change to
the disastrous Endangered Species Act
which has probably more than any
other single act been of detrimental ef-
fect to so many taxpayers who own pri-
vate property throughout the country,
and oddly enough there is a very per-
verse incentive that the federal law
now creates, specifically the Endan-
gered Species Act. If an endangered
species should be found on or about
your property, you become subject to
extensive Federal regulation that can
cause the massive loss of value of your
property, like up to 90 percent.
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So the perverse incentive is that far
from wishing to conserve and help the
endangered species, the incentive for
the property owner is to get rid of the
endangered species. There is a phrase,
shoot and shovel and bury, something
like that, whereby property owners, if
they find one, try and get rid of it.

Now, of course, one should not do
that. That is a felony under the Endan-
gered Species Act and it is wrong and
undesirable, but nevertheless the law
should be worded in such a way to en-
courage people to make the right
choices.

This law is just the opposite. It en-
courages people to make the wrong
choices. It is very heavy handed. It is
top down. It is punitive. Well, it is so-
cialism. But, of course, as the econo-
mist observed, I think Mr. Hahn, whom
I believe I cited earlier, he indicated
that this is environmental socialism.

What is the basis of socialism? Force.
We can go back to George Washington,
who understood that. In speaking of
government, he said government is not
reason, it is not eloquence, it is force,
and like fire, it is a dangerous servant
and a fearful master.

It appears that Mr. GORE likes the
use of force, likes the use of govern-
ment, and wishes to increase its use
and increase the power of the govern-
ment. In fact, on almost any issue he
always has the same answer: more gov-
ernment.

It does not matter what the question
is. If the question is how do we stop the
killings that occurred in that awful sit-
uation in Colorado, well, it is more gun
control even though gun control had
nothing to do with it. Even though
there is no showing that that could
possibly work, they always have an an-
swer: more government.

The Endangered Species Act, have to
make it tighter; have to raise the fines;
have to increase its applicability; we
have to go from species to ecosystems
and extend our control over the whole
ecosystem.

Campaign finance reform, we have to
have more of that. That is from the
mouth of Mr. GORE, if one can believe
it, and yet the fact of the matter is the
very reforms that Mr. GORE gave us
that are in present law have created
disastrous conditions that he now de-
cries.

What is the answer? We just do not
have enough government. More fines,
more punitive actions, more restric-
tions on our constitutional freedoms.
This is the approach taken by our Vice
President.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to Mr.
MCINTOSH.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate what the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) is saying and
would just contribute one more exam-
ple of how the policies that Mr. Gore
has put forward are counterproductive
to the environment.

The global warming treaty, the U.N.
treaty that he signed on behalf of the
United States of America, his maiden
voyage into the area of foreign policy
and representing this country, he ne-
glected to insist in the negotiation
that countries like China or Mexico or
Latin American countries or India or
South or North Korea be bound by the
articles of that treaty. Instead, most of
the restraint was on the United States.

So it was a treaty that brought us
more government here in America,
government that would increase the
price of gasoline by 50 percent; govern-
ment that would force coal miners to
lose their jobs throughout this coun-
try; government that would threaten
our auto industry and cost us a million
jobs as those jobs are sent to China,
Mexico, Latin America and all of the
countries that would be exempt.

So he seems to be not concerned
about government overseas but con-
cerned about creating government
here. The net result for the environ-
ment is that the worst polluters are
left scot free. China will produce more
global warming gasses in the next 20
years than the United States, and yet
they will not be subject to this treaty.

He cannot solve the global problem.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. If the gentleman

will yield, our policy seems to be to
bend over backwards and do everything
we can for China, despite the fact they
point their missiles at us and take ad-
vantage of us in every way.

Mr. MCINTOSH. In the end, the envi-
ronment is the loser, and so are the
American workers who lose their jobs.
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The only winners are those people

who sought to make a political point
and stand up and say, we are for the en-
vironment. To my way of thinking,
that is not good government, and it re-
flects a disproportionate emphasis on
short-term political gain and no con-
sideration for what is in the best inter-
est of the United States.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH)
for his participation tonight.

I encourage everybody to read
‘‘Earth in the Balance: Ecology and the
Human Spirit.’’ We will be back for the
next chapter as we examine further the
dangerous and extreme and outrageous
and, as my colleague said, goofy views
of the Vice President of the United
States, Mr. AL GORE.
f

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF
THE 21ST CENTURY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I do not know that I will take
up that entire 60 minutes.

I want to briefly respond actually to
some of the comments that we heard in
the previous hour, and then talk about
the new economy and how we can
adopt our government to address the
issues that it brings to the fore.

I was interested to hear for an hour,
the 2000 campaign is still a ways away,
and for any of those who are wondering
whether or not it is going to be posi-
tive, I guess the gentlemen who pre-
ceded me have answered that question
in the negative. It is going to be relent-
lessly negative.

Amongst the charges that we heard
tonight, I understand now that Vice
President GORE wants to get rid of am-
bulances and fire trucks. If the other
people are to be believed, that is a core
of his policy. Those who were not lis-
tening to the comments, what they
were saying is Mr. GORE has concerns
about the internal combustion engine
and would like to replace it. They im-
plied that since these engines are now
in ambulances and fire trucks, for him
to oppose the internal combustion en-
gine must mean he wants to get rid of
ambulances and fire trucks.

I think this sort of extreme negative
campaigning is bad for our entire sys-
tem of government. I think my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
many of their issues I actually agree
with. I think we can get up and talk
about what we stand for and move the
country forward, instead of relentlessly
trying to pummel whoever emerges as
the leader of the party we are opposed
to.

I do not think that serves democracy
and I am somewhat saddened to see
that, as I said, 20-some months before
the campaign even starts we are full
bore on the ripping apart of the person

who we think is going to lead the oppo-
site party. Let us talk about a few
positive issues, what we stand for and
the direction we want to take the
country in.

Towards that end, that is what I
want to talk about today. I talk as a
member of the New Democratic Cau-
cus. We try to each week as new Demo-
crats to present a message, an issue
that we want to talk about, that we
think the country needs to address and
that our government needs to address.

New Democrats are essentially mod-
erate, pro-business, pro-growth Demo-
crats within our caucus, and the issue
that I want to talk about today has to
do with the new economy and how our
government can institute policies that
address the changes that that new
economy brings to our country.

First of all I want to talk about what
I mean by the new economy. Everyone
has heard about the Information Age,
about the global economy. It has al-
most become a cliche to say that we
live in a global economy that is based
far more on technology, but just be-
cause it is a cliche does not make it
any less true. It is the dominant fea-
ture of the last few years of the 20th
century and will be the dominant fea-
ture as we move into the 21st century,
as our economy changes.

We must adjust to it. We must under-
stand what moves and motivates this
new economy and adopt the policies
that adjust to those changes to best
serve the people of this country.

It is a good news/bad news situation.
The good news is it creates so much op-
portunity, the advances that we have
had in the technology from computers
to telecommunications to all points in
between, to software, have created tre-
mendous amounts of choices and tre-
mendous amounts of opportunities in a
wide variety of fields.

It also creates challenges. The cen-
tral challenge that it creates is adjust-
ing to change. The world simply
changes more rapidly today than it did
previously. Therefore, we have to be
ready to make the adjustments as new
technologies come on board, as the
world changes.

I am 100 percent confident that we
can do this; no question about it. We
can benefit from the dramatic increase
in productivity, in growth, that high
tech industries give us and adjust to
the changes, but not if we do not think
about the issues in a new light, think
about what the Information Age, what
the global economy means to the poli-
cies that we need to adopt.

To strip this to its core, what I am
talking about is people. The reason I
care about technology issues is because
of the district I represent. The Ninth
District of the State of Washington, it
is a blue collar district, and one of the
most important things that the leaders
in our community, whether they be
government or business, can do is en-
sure that a strong economy exists so
that the people of districts like mine
and throughout the country can get

good jobs, make enough money to take
care of their family and pursue their
dreams and their interests as they see
fit.

Maintaining that economy is what is
going to bring it home to everybody.
Not just the top 5 percent, not just the
Bill Gateses of the world, but every
single person in the country who needs
to have a good job to support their
family or just support themselves can
benefit from policies that embrace the
high tech new economy. It is going to
be important to real people from one
end of this country to the other.

I think when we talk about the high
tech new economy it is important to
break it down. There are really five
areas of the new economy. First of all
we have computers, and in that I in-
clude software and hardware. We have
the Internet. We have telecommuni-
cations; biotech, which is primarily
health care products that are devel-
oped; and lastly we have all of the
products that those first four things
help create.

I think there is a mistake sometimes
that people make, that technology is
just a certain sector of our economy;
there are certain, quote, high, unquote
companies and then there are low tech
companies. Every company is affected
by technology. Obviously, some are
more affected by it.

Intel, Cisco Systems, Microsoft,
these are companies directly in high
tech. But even a company, even a retail
store that sells clothing apparel is af-
fected by the quality of the software
that they have, that can track their in-
ventory and track their customers and
find out new opportunities.

One of the examples that I think
shows this is a small company that is
actually starting up in my district that
is trying to develop, coincidentally,
back to the internal combustion en-
gine, a new engine that will generate
power. I have not figured out a way to
make it drive an automobile, but what
it can do is it can generate energy and
replace some of the old methods of gen-
erating that energy.

The advantage of this new engine
that is based on the ram jet physics,
stuff that I do not even begin to under-
stand except to say that it works and it
generates energy much more cleanly
and much more efficiently than cur-
rent methods, the person who was able
to generate this product had worked on
the technology in the defense sector.
He had worked on it with jet airplanes
but they had never quite made the con-
nection down to the more civilian use
of generating energy.

He was able to generate that because
of the rapid advancing in computers
and software that enabled him to test
theories more rapidly. Stuff that would
have taken decades to get through to
test, he could literally do in a matter
of weeks, and that enabled him to test
theories and move forward and get to
the point where he actually developed
the engine.

In the biotech sphere, I talked to
some folks in the biotech industry just
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last week, and they said from 1985 to
today they have been able, through the
use of computers and software, to re-
duce the time it takes them to analyze
data to the point where a project that
they did in the mid-1980s took them 5
years to analyze, that data today they
could do in an afternoon.

This application spreads all across
our economy. So those five sectors
need to be encouraged and fostered to
grow because they impact all aspects of
our business.

As we get into an increasingly com-
petitive global economy, we want our
companies in the U.S. to be the ones
that advance fastest and furthest and
do it first so that we can take the ad-
vantage and get the economic benefit
of that for our country. Therefore, we
need to adopt policies that reflect this.
We need to look to the future and say,
as the world changes, as technology
moves forward, what do we need to do
to be ready for it?

Certainly we cannot go with policies
that we had 50, 20, even 10 years ago,
when technology has changed. Remem-
ber 5 years ago the Internet was pretty
much a nonfactor. It was an idea. It
was out there, certainly, but the explo-
sive growth in the last five years was
not foreseen but by the smallest num-
ber of people. Now that affects every
aspect of our economy. We need to be
ready for those sorts of changes.

Towards that end, I have six main
policy areas that I want to make peo-
ple aware of, that we in government
need to address to try to adjust to this
high tech economy. The first one has
to do with export controls, and this is
one that actually applies to more than
just the high tech economy. It just be-
comes more of a factor because of the
global nature of our economy that the
Information Age makes possible.

We have a number of policies in this
country that restrict the exportation
of our products, specifically restrict
the exportation of technology products
or create unilateral economic sanc-
tions against the export of all prod-
ucts. This creates a problem for one
simple fact, and for one simple reason:
Ninety-six percent of the people of this
world live someplace other than the
United States, yet the United States is
currently responsible for 20 percent of
the world’s consumption.
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What that means is that if our com-
panies are going to grow, if markets
are going to increase, they are going to
have to have access to markets outside
of this country. Currently, our policy
on unilateral economic sanctions
places sanctions on dozens of different
countries that limit our ability to ex-
port.

Now, the reason we place those eco-
nomic sanctions is because we dis-
approve of something that that coun-
try has done, and that makes a certain
amount of sense, if our action to place
those sanctions would change the ac-
tion by that other country that we dis-

approve of. But the reality is it does
not. All it means is they go someplace
else to buy their products. In essence,
what we are doing is we are punishing
these other countries by telling them
that we will not take their money and
that is not much of a punishment. It
drives them into the arms of our com-
petitors.

We need to rethink our unilateral
economic sanctions policy. Multilat-
eral sanctions make sense. If we can
get enough people together, enough of
our allies together to condemn an ac-
tion, condemn a country and place
sanctions on them, then that can work.
But taking the action unilaterally does
nothing to advance the policy aims and
only hurts us economically.

In the technology realm, we place re-
strictions on the exportation of
encryption technology; that is, tech-
nology that is used basically to protect
data on a computer, to make sure that
people cannot access it who you do not
want to access your information. We
also place restrictions on the expor-
tation of so-called supercomputers. The
problem with that is because com-
puters are leaping ahead so fast and so
quickly, a laptop basically could have
been, will some day be a supercomputer
and is close to getting there under the
definition that we have in policy today.

We need to understand that in trying
to restrict the exportation of this tech-
nology, the world has changed. I think
this is one of the key areas that shows
how we need to adjust. In the old days,
we did not want this technology to get
out there because it had national secu-
rity implications, and it clearly does. If
one has good encryption technology, if
one has good computing technology, it
affects one’s ability to have weapons
basically to commit harm, to do a vari-
ety of things. It has military signifi-
cance.

But the question is, how do we pre-
vent other people from getting that
technology. Can we simply as the
United States put our arms around it
and say we are not going to let it out
and nobody else is going to get it? No.
Encryption technology in particular.
One can download it off the Internet,
dozens of other countries sell it. It is
going to get out there. In fact, this is
going to hurt our national security.
Because if we restrict the exportation
of encryption technology in this coun-
try, our companies will slowly fall be-
hind. They will not be able to get the
customers because they will not be pro-
viding the best product. As we fall be-
hind and other countries get further
ahead of us in this technology, we lose
our ability to be the leaders in the
technology.

The encryption companies, software
companies in this company who
produce encryption technology cooper-
ate with the FBI and the NSA to help
them, show them the advances in the
technology. That helps us be ready to
deal with the national security impli-
cations. If we lose that leadership role,
countries in other parts of the world

are not going to share that information
with our National Security Agency or
the FBI. We need to be sure that we
allow the exportation of that
encryption technology so that we can
continue to be the leaders in that area.

Another important area is education,
and that gets to the change points. In
a rapidly changing world, we need to
constantly update our skills. We live in
a society where all of us are going to
need to continually be learning. We
need to adjust our education system to
understand that. In the good old days
when basically all one needed was a
high school education and could go out
and get a job and probably take care of
their family; my father did, he had a
high school education, got a job as a
ramp serviceman for an airline and
ready did not update his skills very
much during his 32 years with that air-
line and was able to take care of his
family.

In today’s world, we need to update
our skills. We need to make sure that
our education system is ready for that,
and that our education system is also
ready to educate our children in tech-
nology issues and to enable them to
change as rapidly as they need and up-
date their skills.

The Internet is the key to all of this.
The way the system basically works,
what computers and software enable us
to do is they enable us to generate and
store a large amount of data, and that
is very valuable, as in the engine exam-
ple I cited earlier. By being able to
generate that information, they were
able to develop a product. That is the
start of it. The Internet basically is the
step that enables one to transmit that
data.

Back to the example of a retail cloth-
ing shop, if it is a chain, if they have 25
or 30 stores spread throughout the
country, they can share data. Basically
being in any one of those stores is like
being in the home office and by being
able to share that data enables the
company to move forward, or, if they
are designing something, they can
trade the design back and forth and not
have to be in the same place.

What we need to do is we need to en-
courage the Internet. Overregulating
the Internet would be one of the big-
gest mistakes our government could
make. It would put us in a position of
restricting its ability to grow, and it is
very important that we allow the
Internet to grow and prosper and do
the things for our economy that it has
already started to do.

There is also an issue, and this is pri-
marily in the area of biotech, but also
in other areas of patents. We need pat-
ent reform so that people have the in-
centives necessary to develop new
products, secure in the knowledge that
they will be able to keep the patents on
those products and benefit from them.
Otherwise, they will not get into the
field and try to develop them.

Research and development is also a
critical element. We have in this coun-
try the research and development tax
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credit. Unfortunately, it is only good
for one year and every year we have to
come back and renew it. Well, we need
to make that permanent. The reason is
because if one is a company planning
for the future and deciding how much
to put into research, a lot of these
products are not developed in one year,
and if one does not know if the re-
sources are going to be able to be there
for more than one year, it hampers
one’s ability to make that investment.
We have the opportunity to perma-
nently extend the R&D tax credit this
year and give companies that incentive
to go out there and continue to develop
the new products that they need to de-
velop.

Lastly, and this is tied into the
Internet, we have the issue of broad
band, basically access to the Internet.
The Internet is great, but currently
only about 20 percent of households in
this country have access to it, and a
much smaller number, very minute
number, have access to so-called broad
band Internet access.

Put simply, broad band means that
the Internet moves more quickly for
us. Now, if one is just sending e-mail or
simply surfing the net, that may not be
such a big issue, but if one is trying to
send data, if one is developing that new
design, if one is in the automobile in-
dustry, one develops a new design for
an automobile and one wants to send it
out to one’s top 25 executives through-
out the world, to be able to send that
much data over the Internet requires a
larger pipe. Otherwise, it will take for-
ever to send the data out and to
download it to whoever has received it.

The most important thing in this
area is we need to build the infrastruc-
ture. Think of the Internet today in
the same way that the railroad was in
the 20th century. In the 20th century,
the railroad gave us the ability to con-
nect our country, but first, we had to
build the track, and it was very expen-
sive to build that track, so we gave in-
centives to go out there and build it,
and it made a lot of sense because it
helped grow our economy rapidly.

We need to do the exact same thing
with broad band technology. We need
to give companies ever incentive out
there to go out there and build the in-
frastructure. Lay the fiber, lay the
cable, put in the phone lines, do what-
ever is necessary to connect as many
people in this country as possible, not
just to Internet access, but to fast,
broad band Internet access.

Overregulation can kill this. If we
regulate companies too much so that
they do not have the proper economic
incentives to go out there and build the
infrastructure, it will not happen. Be-
cause yes, there is a pot of gold at the
end of the rainbow if you are the com-
pany that best develops Internet ac-
cess, but you have to make a major in-
vestment up front to get there and you
may not be willing to do that if the en-
vironment is too regulated.

Those are just six issues that I think
we need to touch on, but the important

thing is simply to embrace change, un-
derstand the new economy. We cannot
fight it. It is not an option. It is here.
We need to understand it and try to
make sure it works. I think one of the
greatest challenges for this country is
to make sure that it works for every-
body. Because right now, it works fair-
ly well for the top 20 percent, but the
potential is there to make it work for
everybody, and we need to understand
it and go about addressing the issues in
a way that make it available to the en-
tire country, because it has the mas-
sive potential to keep our economy
moving forward, to keep productivity
high, and to create good jobs. That is
why I think that the new economy and
the high tech aspects of that new econ-
omy is so critical.

I am pleased to have with me the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT), who is going to address these
issues as well.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) for highlighting
these issues. Of course, the gentleman
has made very clear that what we are
talking about here is not just a sector
of the economy. We are talking about
the economic growth for all people. In
fact, to borrow from a campaign slogan
of a few years ago and modify it, rather
than saying it is the economy, stupid,
I think we would say, it is the produc-
tivity, stupid. In order to have the kind
of productivity growth we have had in
recent years, it calls for just what the
gentleman has been laying out.

The gentleman and some of our col-
leagues here may have heard a speech
by the Chairman of the Fed, Chairman
Greenspan a week or so ago marveling
at the productivity growth of the
United States. We know to have good
growth in productivity we need a well-
trained workforce and we need new
ideas, and we need to have systems for
exchanging ideas rapidly. We need the
kind of openness that the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. SMITH) has been
calling for. We need the kind of high
technology that is not, as the gen-
tleman says, just one sector of the
economy, but that is found throughout
the economy and throughout all sec-
tors. And, we need training and edu-
cation to make it work. The gentleman
has laid out the ingredients, no doubt
about it.

High technology has fueled so much
of our Nation’s economic growth in re-
cent years, and whether it is in New
Jersey or in Washington or in Michigan
or in California; in fact, in all of the
States of this country, it explains why
our economy is doing so well compared
to many other countries around the
world. In order to keep it going, we
need to maintain an education system
that is as good as the technology de-
mands.

There are no unskilled jobs in today’s
economy in America. The car one
drives no doubt has more computing
power than an Apollo spacecraft. It de-
mands good education; it demands

openness of ideas and exchange of
ideas, freedom of exchange; and it also
demands an investment in research and
development.

The gentleman spoke about the R&D
tax credit. It was created nearly two
decades ago in 1981. It has been ex-
tended nine times, but it has only been
extended year by year. An R&D invest-
ment decision, a research and develop-
ment investment decision requires
years of advanced planning. If a com-
pany cannot count on an R&D tax cred-
it in the future, it is hard to do the
necessary planning.

So I wanted to join with my friend
here and commend him for high-
lighting these points and join him in
talking about the importance of these
issues for all people in America.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. Actu-
ally, I should point out that the gen-
tleman from New Jersey is not just a
Congressman, he is also a physicist,
which means he actually understands
the details of a lot of this stuff a lot
better than I do, and I am wondering if
the gentleman could offer us any per-
spective, because research in dealing
with high technology is something that
the gentleman has some background on
in his work as a physicist. I wonder if
the gentleman could apply that in
some of the work that he has done and
how important it is and what can be
developed, particularly concerning re-
search and development, and how that
can be applied.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I spent
much of my career in research and de-
velopment and there is no question,
one has to take a long-term perspec-
tive. We cannot lose sight of the day-
to-day activities, but one has to take a
long-term perspective. A permanent
extension of the R&D tax credit would
be very valuable to industries that en-
gage in research and development.

I should say that as a scientist I do
understand, in fact, the jet engine con-
cept that the gentleman was describing
earlier. In fact, it is becoming widely
used now in so-called cogeneration
plants to generate both heat and elec-
tricity that can be used for powering
say a research campus or a cluster of
apartment buildings or a small com-
munity, and it came about because of
research in an area that was not di-
rectly related to energy generation. It
was research in aerospace. And as a re-
sult, in fact, we were talking about it
today in connection with the NASA au-
thorization.
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There is a need for investment in re-

search in such things as jet engines. In
this case, the benefit came not only in
providing better commercial aircraft,
better military aircraft, but it also
turned out to be a more efficient way
of generating electricity. That is pro-
viding savings throughout the country,
throughout the economy. So research
and development does not always pay
off the most in the area where you ex-
pect it to.
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Mr. SMITH of Washington. I think

that is a very important point.
When we look at a lot of the products

out in the market today, it would be
very interesting for everybody in soci-
ety to sort of track one of those prod-
ucts, how it came into being, the steps
that were taken, the investment that
was necessary, the people power that
was involved, and it makes us under-
stand the importance of research and
development.

I think biotech is a great area to
look at this. Everyone is aware of the
drugs that have come out that have
generated tremendous amounts of
money, but we also have to look at the
process that these companies had to go
through to get to that product.

Basically they were working for
sometimes as much as 8 or 15 years
without ever generating any revenue,
without ever getting any return on the
product that they were trying to de-
velop. I am not talking about not mak-
ing a profit, I am talking about not
generating any revenue, because their
product was not yet developed and
being sold.

If you have that type of situation,
who is going to spend money for 8
years and not have any revenue? We
need incentives, we need incentives for
investors and incentives for the compa-
nies to make that sort of long-term
commitment. It is not just biotech
products, but the engine we are talking
about was researched for years before
someone generated one and they could
generate the electricity that they were
looking for.

Mr. HOLT. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Speaker, my district in New
Jersey, and as the gentleman knows,
New Jersey is indeed a research State,
going from Thomas Edison to Albert
Einstein to the biotech companies of
today, I have two biotech companies in
my district, of the many, many dozens
around the country, two that have ac-
tually started to generate a profit.

They have started to generate a prof-
it after, one is 18 years and the other is
about 14 years, and they have some
very clever, I think probably very de-
sirable, and ultimately very successful
products. But it took a long time and a
lot of work to develop those, and there
are many, many biotech companies
that are not turning a profit, they are
living on hope and investment at this
point.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. And there
are many that never will turn a profit.

Mr. HOLT. But those that do can
change our lives.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Exactly.
So we need to set up a system that
gives the incentives to invest in these
sorts of products. It is not just biotech,
it is in every single aspect of the high-
tech community, giving the incentive
to put the money into research helps
us move forward.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
very much.

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman. It
is my pleasure to join him in this spe-

cial order, and I thank the gentleman
for doing it.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. The gen-
tleman is quite welcome. It is nice to
have a physicist in Congress to help
out with these very difficult issues.

I just want to wrap up this topic by
emphasizing how important it is and
how it touches our lives. I think one of
the biggest challenges we have right
now as a society is to make sure that
the message gets out that technology
is for all of us, that it affects all of us
in a variety of different levels.

I think there is a tendency, and in
fact, I was never that computer lit-
erate until a few years ago, and I al-
ways thought, you know, of first com-
puters and then the Internet that that
is just not something that I deal with.

Well, it is something that everybody
is going to have to deal with, and it is
a good thing. It is a positive change in
our lives. Yes, it is change and change
is difficult, but it will open up windows
of opportunity that we could never
imagine if we simply understand that
change, understand what the informa-
tion economy has brought to us, and
how our society needs to adjust to it.

I think in the long run it is going to
give us a better society and a stronger
society, but it is not only a matter of
embracing it but understanding it, and
advancing the policies that are going
to make sure that we all benefit from
it.

The Internet has the ability to con-
nect people, just for example. I have
heard some people say, well, they are
worried that the Internet is going to
divide our society even more between
the haves and have nots, those that
have technology, those that do not.

I see the Internet just the opposite.
The Internet basically enables any-
body, for the ever-decreasing price of a
laptop and the ability to hook up a
telephone line, to get access to infor-
mation that was previously the exclu-
sive purview of the few. You would
have to go off to institutes of higher
learning or know people who were
highly educated in order to get access
to this information. Now it is right
there on our computers, virtually any-
thing we could imagine, for us to ac-
cess for a very cheap price.

That has the possibility, I think, to
really broaden the opportunity of this
country, to make it more inclusive and
bring more people along on these
issues.

Government has a role to play.
Sometimes that role is getting out of
the way. As I mentioned, do not regu-
late the Internet, and do not overregu-
late the telecommunications industry
so people do not have the incentives
necessary to build that all-important
infrastructure.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, there is no
question that the United States is a leader in
the development of new technology. Histori-
cally, the R&E tax credit has played a major
role in elevating this great Nation to such a
significant and influential leadership position.

However, with greater market challenges in
the future, we will have to fight hard to main-

tain the U.S. lead in new technology and inno-
vation.

Simply put, the tax credit is an investment
for economic growth and the creation of new
jobs.

It strengthens our international position, and
often results in an enhanced quality of life for
consumers.

Mr. Speaker, the R and E tax credit has
been on the books for many years, and there
is no doubt that it has proved beneficial to our
Nation’s technology enterprise.

But, there is also no doubt that its benefits
could be even greater if the credit were made
permanent and the perennial uncertainty were
eliminated.

I urge my colleagues to support this concept
of a permanent R&E credit and support the
type of research activities that will maintain
American technological leadership into the
21st century.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, sometimes it has a more posi-
tive role to play, like in education, giv-
ing people access to higher education,
continuing education, through grants,
loans, incentives to companies, what-
ever. That is an active role the govern-
ment can play.

So it is a matter of balancing be-
tween those two things. Sometimes
government needs to get out of the
way, sometimes it needs to help, but
more than anything, it needs to under-
stand, needs to understand what the
new economy is and how to make it
best work for all of our citizens.
f

A DISCUSSION ON MURDER SIM-
ULATION AND ON THE SITUA-
TION IN KOSOVO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
visit about a couple of subjects to-
night. I thought the first half hour we
would talk about the murder simula-
tors that are being created or are cre-
ated and are currently in existence in
our country, and then perhaps spend
the last half hour, I have invited a col-
league of mine to come over and talk
with me. He is an expert in foreign re-
lations. We are going to talk a little
more about the situation in Kosovo.

First of all this evening, I want to
talk about murder simulation, murder
simulation.

Last weekend I had the opportunity
to have dinner with a good friend of
mine, good friends of mine, Dr.
Mohamed and Simi Hasan, and their
heritage is in Pakistan. I asked them
about Pakistan. We got on the subject,
obviously, of the shootings in Colorado,
at the Columbine High School. I asked
them about the situation in Pakistan.

In Pakistan, they told me that there
at a very young age young boys are
given fully automatic weapons, fully
automatic weapons. Those are the
types of weapons that have been out-
lawed in this country, against the law
in this country since about 1937.
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I asked my friends, the Hasans, as we

had this discussion, do you have these
kinds of incidents in Pakistan? And the
answer was no. I said, what do you
think is the difference? Why does it not
happen in Pakistan but happens in the
United States? It happens even here in
our home State of Colorado. As many
know, I am from the State of Colorado.

They said, I will tell you why. Give
me just a minute. And Mrs. Hasan ex-
cused herself. She came back to the
dinner table and she had this magazine.
I hope the publishers of this magazine
have an opportunity to visit with me
at some point in the near future.

This magazine is called ‘‘Next,’’ the
Next Generation. It is about video
games. It would be more properly titled
‘‘Next, Murder Simulator.’’ What do I
mean by murder simulator? As I go on
with this discussion this evening, re-
member a couple of things.

First of all, simulators in our society
are very common. Any Members who
have ever studied the art of flying
know that we have simulators to teach
our pilots how to fly airplanes. We even
have simulators today that show peo-
ple how to drive cars. Now, unfortu-
nately, we have simulators that train
and put impressions on very young
minds in our country, how to murder.

There are a few questions this
evening we should consider as I con-
tinue with my remarks. Let me go
through some of them.

Number one, what kind of responsi-
bility and accountability are reflected
by our society, and even more specifi-
cally, what kind of responsibility and
accountability are reflected by the edi-
tors and the board of directors and the
contributors to this Next Generation
video magazine, as well as some of the
games or video murder simulators that
I am going to talk about?

What types of values, what kinds of
values are we teaching our young peo-
ple with the types of murder simula-
tors I am going to show the Members
in just a couple of minutes? What type
of values are being taught here? What
types of values do we want to teach our
young people?

These are young, fresh minds. Im-
pressions can be made very easily on
these young minds. This is the next
generation that is going to lead our
country, and the generation that is
going to create a generation behind
them to take their place. What kinds of
impressions do we want to make? What
kinds of accountability do we want
from the people who make those im-
pressions? What kind of future does it
offer for our country?

Let us talk about what kinds of re-
sponsibilities the video game industry
has. Here, as I am about to show the
Members, they celebrate the most ex-
plicit form of violence that a teenager
can experience. They celebrate it, they
show it off, the most violent type of ex-
perience that a teenager can experi-
ence. We sell it, not we but video pro-
ducers out there. The murder simula-
tors are sold by corporations in this

country. They are highlighted in maga-
zines, like this magazine right here,
The Next Generation.

These games appeal to the worst val-
ues in our society. We know what kinds
of values we want to teach our young
people. We have some great young peo-
ple in this country, and they have a
wonderful future, but we have to guide
them. We have been there. As adults,
we have had that experience. We know
that we were blessed, most of us, with
experienced guiders, our parents, who
guided us, helped take us through life.
Now we have that obligation.

Why should we have games that ap-
peal to the very worst of elements, the
things that all of us would dread the
most, the things that horribly, hor-
ribly went wrong at Columbine High
School in Colorado 3 weeks ago? We
glorify these kinds of things in video
games in this country.

What are the relationships that
exist? What kinds of relationships do
these types of games portray in our so-
ciety?

In a single video game, remember
this, in a single video game, a teenager
will see more death and violence than
they would in a week’s worth of TV. We
could take any programs we want and
take one week’s worth of TV, and we
will see in one video game more vio-
lence simulation than that whole week
of TV.

Does this turn on, does this ask a
question? What is the mystery here?
What is going wrong here? Something
is wrong with these games.

Do the producers of these games, and
I am going to ask this, in fact, we have
some of their names, and I would be
very interested at some point to talk
to them out there to find out if they
have children, and if their children are
allowed to play these kinds of games
that they advertise in magazines like
this or the kinds of games that they
manufacture, that they go and sell to
our teenagers, to our young people.

Do they allow their own children to
do this? It will be a very interesting
question to be asked of some of these
corporate executives.

Are they legally empowered to de-
liver this kind of thing? Yes, they are
legally empowered to do it. Sure they
are. People can talk slut talk, too. Peo-
ple can talk terrible things.

Let me tell the Members, we are
about to get into this game. Let me
caution all of my friends out there who
have children, if there are any children
watching this evening, anybody on C–
SPAN that might be watching our dis-
cussions here on the floor, please be ad-
vised in advance that there are some
very gruesome situations that are
going to be portrayed by video games.

By the way, we do not find this on
the House floor, we can find it in any
video arcade, practically any video ar-
cade Members want to walk into. I
have not been to a video arcade in
many years. This last weekend, as a re-
sult of my discussion with my friends
over dinner, my wife and I actually

went to a mall and went to a video ar-
cade place located within the mall.

I was amazed. We can see it right
there. There are kids in there with
their guns. Of course, every once in a
while they put money in, they pay
money, and there it is, murder simula-
tion, blowing this person away, blow-
ing that person away.

By the way, people do not just drop.
There are depictions of their insides, of
the exit wounds, of all kinds of things
on these video games. These are young
people. This was a fairly conservative
community, of which I went into the
mall to go into this video arcade. These
kids were everywhere, I would guess,
from 7 years old to 13 or 14 years old,
playing these video games.

What do Members think the impres-
sion is that goes on the mind of a
young 7-year-old boy who sits in front
of this game shooting, and the more he
shoots, the more body parts fly out on
this video arcade?

b 2115

Well, hold on, because let us take a
look. I went through this magazine
right here. Again, I want to keep show-
ing this because if any of my col-
leagues have any questions or doubts
about my comments this evening, be-
fore they criticize me, before they pick
up the phone and call my office, I urge
my colleagues to go out, go to their
local mall this weekend, and go to a
video arcade store and see what kind of
games, what kind of murder simulation
is taking place in there, and then draw
the question upon your own mind:

One, what kind of values are we
teaching our young people? Number
two, does this have an impression on
the mind and could somebody possibly,
through some kind of devious thought,
extend these to the kind of murder sit-
uations that we see with gangs on the
streets or in the worst case scenario as
we saw at the Columbine High School?

Let us go ahead and begin the video
murder simulator. This is an advertise-
ment. This is a two-page ad and it is
found in the ‘‘Next Generation’’ maga-
zine. This magazine, this is the June
issue, so their ad is found inside this
magazine.

The video game is titled ‘‘You’re
Gonna Die.’’ Now I have got a red laser
here. Follow my light. My light is right
there at ‘‘You’re.’’ ‘‘You’re Gonna
Die,’’ that is the name of the video
game.

Right here is a human body. By the
way, the weapon they are holding is a
fully automatic, it looks like a fully
automatic weapon outlawed in this
country since 1932. Surrounded by the
head of the human body, that is not red
hair. This body is laying in a pool of
blood.

Remember, this game can be played
by a 7 year old. This game can be
played by a 10 year old. This game can
be played by a 13 year old.

Here is some of the advertising that
is contained within this ad. This, by
the way, is called ‘‘Kingpin, Life of
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Crime.’’ That is the name. This is the
‘‘Kingpin’’ game, ‘‘Life of Crime.’’

Up here, ‘‘Target,’’ now my col-
leagues may not be able to see this but
I will read it for them here, ‘‘target
specific body parts and actually see the
damage done, including exit wounds.’’

Well, by gosh, let me tell my col-
leagues something. This Saturday, I
am going to be in Cortez, Colorado. Do
my colleagues know what I am going
to be doing in Cortez, Colorado? I am
going down there for a memorial serv-
ice for a gentleman named Dale
Claxton. Who is Dale Claxton? Dale
Claxton was a police officer who was
shot and killed in the line of duty in
the State of Colorado 1 year ago. He
was shot 27 times.

If these people, the people that
produce this game, want to see exit
wounds, maybe they ought to come
visit with me and I will show them
some pictures of exit wounds. I do not
think it is very funny, and I do not
think it is an amazing game. I do not
think it ought to be something that
should be sold in the marketplace. I
sure as heck do not think it is some-
thing we ought to expose to our young,
young children as a game. Put in the
quarter, get to simulate murder.

Let us go on. Let us go on to our next
box right over here. ‘‘Even the odds by
recruiting the gang members you want
on your side.’’ So even the odds. One
gets to go out in this game, and one
has vicious gang members that they
get to pick, kind of like when one lined
up in school and one got to pick who
goes on which team. You are on the
blue team, you are on the red team,
you are on the blue team, you are on
the red team.

In this particular game, one gets to
pick which vicious gang members one
wants on one’s team so one can go out
and play the game ‘‘You’re Gonna
Die’’. Or steal a bike or hop a train to
get around town. On the game, it simu-
lates a train so that one can figure out
how to jump onto it, or to steal a bike.
Steal a bike, not borrow a bike, not
take one’s own bike. It is also incor-
porated within here.

Built on top of the revolutionary
Quake II engine. Includes multiplayer
gang bang death match for up to 16
thugs. Actual game play screens. Talk
to people the way you want, from
smack to pacifying. Talk to people the
way you want under this game, from
smack to pacifying.

Here are the people that really ought
to be proud of it, ‘‘Kingpin, Life of
Crime.’’ We will go through some of the
names of the corporations that actu-
ally make this product and market this
product, and then go to this magazine
and ask this magazine to put it in the
hands, like the hands of that young
man whose parents I had dinner with
last week. We are going to talk about
those people in just a moment.

Let me say to my colleagues that I
used to be a police officer. I do want
my colleagues to know that I am a
member of the House Entertainment

Task Force. I believe in good enter-
tainment. I think one has a right to
good entertainment. I think there is a
lot of good entertainment out there
without having to revert to this.

But when one puts these kind of
video games in a video arcade in a
mall, it is almost as if one has a mag-
net drawing these young people into
this thing. Really, I just want all of my
colleagues, I know that I have said this
already, but I think it would be so im-
portant for my colleagues, this week-
end or as soon as they go by a mall or
a video arcade store, go on in there.
Walk through there. Just observe what
one sees.

Then think about. Well, was Con-
gressman SCOTT MCINNIS way off base
when he talked about this? Does this
game really belong out here in the mall
for kids to come in and spend their
money on? Does a game that talks
about target specific body parts and ac-
tually see the damage done, including
exit wounds, is that what we ought to
do?

Should we not have a question about
where some kid in our society, and I
say some because we have a lot of good
kids, a lot more good kids by a large,
large margin than bad kids, but is it
possible that some of the kids that
take the wrong path in our society are
influenced by these kind of games?

We know that simulation influences
pilots when we have pilots on a flight
simulator. We know that puts an im-
pression on their mind. We know it
trains them to fly an airplane. Same
thing with the car simulator. We know
that if we put one in that car simu-
lating machine, one will learn how to
drive a car better. One will actually
think one is driving a car, and it will
put impressions on one’s mind. It
imbeds them on one’s mind.

This game does exactly the same
thing, except it does not do it for fly-
ing, it does not do it for driving, it does
it for murder. Murder. Kingpin. We will
talk about him in a minute.

There is another game. This is an ad
for the D–Link video game. Remember,
I did not have to search, go out and do
a lot of research to find these games. I
got one magazine, this magazine right
here. I got one more magazine similar
to it in my office. So I just picked up
two magazines randomly. This was
sent to the House. It is a June edition.

One does not have to search very far
to find what I am finding. This is not a
rare kind of thing, a unique cir-
cumstance, and a Congressman just
happened to go pull this stuff up
through a lot of extensive research.
One can buy it probably, I would guess,
at any magazine shelf, rack.

Let us look at this game. ‘‘Gratu-
itous violence is 200 times faster with
the D-Link network.’’ Gratuitous vio-
lence, those are the key words. Let us
define what Webster’s Dictionary says
is meant by the word ‘‘gratuitous.’’ It
is very important. Apply their defini-
tion to the game.

Gratuitous, in the dictionary. Gratu-
itous: not called for by the cir-

cumstances. In other words, there are
no circumstances calling for this kind
of action. It is without reason. This
kind of action is without reason. There
is no reason for it. It is without reason.
It is without cause. It is without proof.
It is adopted or asserted without any
good ground. So it is adopted or it is
asserted without any good ground, as a
gratuitous assumption.

Now look it up here. Let us just put
this in here. Not called for by cir-
cumstances, without reason, cause, or
proof, and adopted without any good
ground, et cetera, with a D-Link net-
work 200 times faster than other on-
line games. Violence. It is exactly what
it does. Gratuitous violence.

Here is the next one. This caption is
used to promote the game ‘‘Legacy of
Kain, Soul Reaver.’’ ‘‘Destroying your
enemies isn’t enough, you must devour
their souls.’’ ‘‘Destroying your enemies
isn’t enough, devour their souls.’’ Of
course the game helps one do that.

For those of my colleagues who use
the Internet, I think they would find it
very interesting to go ahead and
download this. If one downloads this on
one’s computer, and Next Generation
publishes this, this is owned by King-
pin, if one downloads it, it allows one
to see, and this is a quote, this is a
quote from my download, we did this
on the Internet, ‘‘Now available, a won-
derful,’’ look at the word it uses, won-
derful, ‘‘a wonderful depiction of a
massive gang hit. Blood splatters ga-
lore.’’

So from the Kingpin web site, go
ahead and put Kingpin in the search on
the Internet, pull up their web site, and
that one is going to find in quotes.
Here is their definition. ‘‘It is now
available, a wonderful depiction of a
massive gang hit. Blood splatters ga-
lore.’’

That is what we are making available
in our society. People that do this,
they make money off of this. Do my
colleagues know what drives this? Not
a conscious, not a conscious decision to
do something that contributes to soci-
ety. That is not what drives this kind
of video game and the mind behind it.
It is not somebody trying to educate
our young people. It is not somebody
that, with good intent, is trying to give
a strong impression and education for
our young people. It certainly not
somebody that is trying to create some
kind of religious base for our young
people.

This is driven by one word, greed, G-
R-E-E-D. That is exactly what makes
these people create these games where
one can call, like ‘‘Kingpin, Life of
Crime,’’ ‘‘You’re Gonna Die’’.

Think about it, folks. We are allow-
ing greed to drive these kind of games,
and these kind of impressions are being
made on our young people, and then we
question, gosh, what went wrong in
Littleton, Colorado? Why did that hap-
pen in Littleton, Colorado? What is
happening to our young people?

What is happening to our generation
that allows our young people to have
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these kind of things? What is hap-
pening to our generation that, driven
solely by the word ‘‘greed,’’ manufac-
tures, sells, and advertises these kind
of programs?

As I mentioned, I want to talk about,
for a minute, Interplay executives. As I
said to my colleagues, it is my opinion
there are people, this by the way, and
I am not sure of the complete cor-
porate structure, other than we have
the corporation names down in the bot-
tom of the advertisement, one of the
corporations is called Interplay, an-
other corporation is called Xatrix, an-
other one is Crystal Dynamics, and
Eidos.

On this one, who is Interplay, and
what do they stand for? Interplay En-
tertainment Corporation is a world-
wide developer, publisher, and dis-
tributor of award-winning entertain-
ment software for both core gamers
and the mass market.

Interplay Corporation, Interplay En-
tertainment Corporation was founded
in 1983. Interplay offers a broad range
of products in the action, adventure,
role playing, strategy and sports cat-
egories across multiple platforms, in-
cluding Nintendo 64. The company
completed its initial public offering in
June 1998.

There are other things about it.
Interplay, on the maximizing franchise
and brand value, Interplay seeks to
publish hit titles whose strong con-
sumer appeal and resulting consumer
loyalty will create opportunities for
franchise titles, sequels, add-ons and
merchandising.

As we went further in the web site,
we found out who some of the Interplay
Executives are. Brian Fargo, Mr. Fargo
is chairman of the board of directors.
He is the chief executive officer, and he
is the president. I am going to contact
Mr. Fargo.

I am going to contact Mr. Kilpatrick.
Mr. Kilpatrick, Christopher J. Kil-
patrick in fact is the president. I am
going to contact Mr. Kilpatrick.

Manuel Marrero, he is the chief oper-
ating financial officer. He is the cor-
porate secretary. Phil Adam, Phil
Adam is the vice president of business
development. I am going to contact
Phil. Kim Motika, vice president of
strategic development; Trish June
Wrightt, vice president of product de-
velopment; James C. Wilson, vice presi-
dent of finance; Jim Maia, vice presi-
dent of North American sales; Cal
Morrell, vice president of marketing;
Jill Goldworn, president of Interplay
and OEM, Inc.; David Perry, president
of Shiny Entertainment, Inc.; Peter
Bilotta, president of Interplay Produc-
tions Limited.

I am going to contact each of these
people. In fact, I am sending a letter to
them. I am going to ask them a few
questions.

Let us talk about Brian, Brian Fargo,
chairman of the board of directors,
chief executive officer and president.
He could put a stop to this that fast.
Brian, all you would have to do in the

morning is pick up a telephone and
say, take that thing off the shelves
now.
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And the next time, Brian, somebody
comes up to you and says, hey, this is
the kind of video game, ‘‘You’re Going
to Die,’’ Mr. President, it is going to
show body parts and it will show exit
wounds and they can pick their own
gang members, what do you think, Mr.
Fargo? Do you think this is good for
his company? Do you think that he can
make a lot of money off this, should we
put it on our shelves?

And, Mr. Fargo, you are going to
have the opportunity to say, ‘‘No, our
company does not need money like
that. Our company is not in this for
greed. Our company sees no values in
putting this kind of game on the mar-
ket. Our company, Interplay, is ready
and prepared to accept responsibil-
ities.’’

You know why you should be saying
this, Mr. Fargo? Because my bet is
your children, Mr. Fargo, do not play
these games. My bet, Mr. Fargo, is that
you and your wife probably have never
sat down with any child, any child,
probably not any adult and played this
game.

In fact, Mr. Fargo, I bet if I sat down
with your family and wanted to explain
this game to them in the front room of
your house, you probably would be
deeply offended and you would prob-
ably say to me, ‘‘I have more values.
My family deserves more than what
you are about to exhibit to them.’’

Well, Mr. Fargo, today you have a re-
sponsibility to set in your own mind
that the first thing you want to do
when you get in your office tomorrow
morning is to call up your production
manager and say to your production
manager, ‘‘Stop production of the video
game called ‘You’re Going to Die’.’’

And if you do not, Mr. Fargo, then I
want you to think about Littleton,
Colorado, and Columbine High School.
Every time there is a gang shooting in
this country, every time there is any
kind of violence like that that could
possibly come as a result of playing
your murder simulation machine,
which you allow to be produced for
money, which you market out there,
you ought to think about it. You ought
to think about your own kids.

And, Brian, I am not just talking to
you. Colleagues, I am talking to every-
body that works for this corporation
and every other corporation out there
that makes video games. We all have a
responsibility as adults. It is not a free
ride anymore. We are adults. The re-
sponsibility of the future of this coun-
try does not belong to our parents any-
more. It belongs to us. And before too
long, it is going to belong to the gen-
eration behind us.

We now have values and principles
that we have to stand up for, even
when it means that we could get
money instead. It is our generation
that has the responsibility. And every-

body that works for a corporation like
this, every chief executive officer in
this country that has a video arcade
game manufacturing facility or any
other type of product that simulates
murder, ought to go to the office to-
morrow morning and pull it off the
shelves. They ought to tell their re-
search and development people, ‘‘Do
not ever bring another product like
that to my desk. Because, if you do,
you are going to work for somebody
else if you are lucky enough to find a
job.’’

Let us see tomorrow how many ex-
ecutives really carry out what I think
is a responsibility incumbent upon
them not just as chief executive offi-
cers but as concerned parents and as
concerned citizens in this country.

I am going to write them all a letter,
these names, I am going to write these
people letters. I would be happy to
copy my colleagues on them. I am
going to ask them to do just what I
have talked about.

Let us talk about another entertain-
ment company, Xatrix, X-A-T-R-I-X,
Entertainment. Now, they are some-
how connected with Interplay Enter-
tainment Corporation to produce
‘‘You’re Going to Die.’’ Here is what
Xatrix’s mission is:

‘‘Our goal is to create games that are
revolutionary, innovative, inspiring,
and, most of all, fun to play.’’ That is
fair enough. ‘‘Truly a development lead
organization, Xatrix seeks to cus-
tomize its titles with new and emerg-
ing technologies in an effort to give
gamers what they want. As third accel-
eration of on-line gaming emerged,
Xatrix looks at the forefront with an
unparalleled game play technology and
design. Technological and creative vi-
sion has no boundaries.’’ Think of that.
This is a corporation saying to you
‘‘technological and creative vision has
no boundaries, and we intend to push
the limits of interactive gaming.’’

Well, who accepts advertisements?
Put ourselves in the mind of a maga-
zine. Who on Earth, if they brought
this game to us, which one of my col-
leagues would be willing, if they owned
a magazine or a newspaper, which one
of my colleagues sitting on this House
floor tonight or any of my colleagues
that are listening to me, how many of
them would be willing to run an ad for
this video game ‘‘You’re Going to Die,’’
which, as I said earlier, targets specific
body parts where they actually get to
see the damage done, including exit
wounds? How many of you, raise your
hands, how many of you would be will-
ing to sell this advertisement to help
these people market these murder sim-
ulators?

Well, we have got a list and we have
got some people that are very, very
willing to do it.

Let me read for my colleagues, Imag-
ine Media. This, by the way, is an orga-
nization that is willing to take these
kind of ads. They are not only willing
to take these kind of ads, they are will-
ing to place these ads in the hands of
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young children throughout this coun-
try and they are willing to do it for a
buck. That is what is driving it.

Remember, as I said earlier, this is
not being driven by good will, obvi-
ously. It is not being driven by an in-
tent to educate our children. It is not
being driven to simulate somebody how
to drive a car better. It is not being
driven to show simulation for flying an
airplane so they know how to fly a
plane better. It is being driven out of
greed to make a buck off murder sim-
ulation.

And it is done through this magazine.
I will hold it up again. ‘‘Next Genera-
tion,’’ which is published by Imagine
Media, Incorporated, in Brisbane, Cali-
fornia, I think. It is 150 North Hill
Drive.

At any rate, let us get into what they
are saying. This is inside the magazine:
‘‘Imagine Media is aimed at people who
have a passion, a passion for games, for
business, for computers, or for the
Internet. These are passions we share
frequently. Our goal is to feed your
passion with the greatest magazine
web sites and CD ROMs imaginable. We
love to innovate. We love to have fun
and we seem to love to say ‘passion’ a
lot. We have a cast iron rule always to
deliver spectacular editorial material.
That means doing whatever it takes to
give you the information you need.
That means doing whatever it takes.
With any luck, we will even make you
smile sometimes. Thanks for joining
us.

‘‘Next Generation also has a passion
for changing the text that the mar-
keting people give us if it gets in the
way of a section that we usually put
funny text in. Heck, sometimes it is all
that that keeps us going. See above
this box for more funny little text.’’

So what they are saying here is that
they have a passion. They have a pas-
sion. You do whatever it takes what-
ever it takes to market this kind of
trash. That is exactly what this maga-
zine does.

Now, this magazine, granted, has
some other advertisements in it that
are not offensive in nature. It would be
very easy for this magazine to sell cop-
ies off the news stand without putting
this on their middle fold-out page.
They could do it without this adver-
tisement.

This advertisement that you see
right here, this is what this duplicates.
This is exactly that ad right here,
‘‘You’re Going to Die.’’ Now, this one
right there, look at it, for greed. For
greed. I wonder if the people at Imag-
ine Corporation that print this ‘‘Next
Generation’’ magazine, I wonder if they
sit down with their families, the editor
in chief. And we have got the names
here. Let us ask them.

Chris Charla, C-H-A-R-L-A. He is the
editor in chief; Sarah Ellerman, man-
aging editor; Tim Russo, senior editor;
Jeff Lundgran, review editor; Blake
Fischer; Lisa Chido, assistant art di-
rector.

I want to know something on the
Imagine. That is ‘‘Next Generation.’’ I

want to ask them a question. Have
they sat down with their children as
the editor here, Chris, or Sarah as the
managing editor, Sarah, have you sat
down with your children and showed
them that ad? Have you sat down and
showed them this particular ad? Have
you, Sarah? Have you done it, Sarah?

What have you said to your children,
Sarah? ‘‘This is how I make money’’?
‘‘This is how your mother goes out and
makes money’’? Chris, how about you?
Do you sit down with your children and
say, hey, ‘‘I am your dad. That is what
I do for a living right here. I sell it. I
sell murder simulators to young kids
not much older than you kids’’? ‘‘And
by the way, kids, as soon as we get
time, maybe we will go down to the
video arcade and play the game that
daddy advertises or that mommy ad-
vertises.’’

Come on, colleagues, it is trash. We
know doggone right that the people
that publish that magazine, that editor
and that managing editor whose names
I just mentioned, we know darn right
their kids do not play these games. We
know darn right that they do not talk
to their kids in the kind of language
that they put in this magazine.

You know why? Because when it
comes to their own children, I would
guess, I do not know them, I would
guess they have pretty strong values.
And when it comes to their own chil-
dren, I would guess they have pretty
definite dreams for them. And when it
comes to their own children, I bet they
are very protective of what those chil-
dren are exposed to. But when it comes
to other people’s children, there is a
little different interruption that comes
in, and it is called ‘‘greed.’’

They do not protect other children.
They are not concerned about other
children. And they put this right in the
middle of their magazine. And not only
that, this corporation, which is a dif-
ferent corporation now, puts it on the
Internet and allows you to zoom in and
see some very graphic, as they say,
blood splatters.

Well, how about the corporation that
owns this particular magazine? You
know what was real interesting that I
found out when we went on the web?
This is not detective work, by the way.
This is information on the web site. I
did not have an agency go out and look
it up. We pulled it up on the web site
very easy.

We found out about Imagine Corpora-
tion, the executives. And what really
surprised me was the executives listed
their family. They listed their family
members. For example, the president
of the Entertainment Division, Jona-
than Simpson-Bint, one of the things
in his biography is Jonathan lives in
San Francisco with his wife Caroline
and their infant son Milo. John, have
you sat down and showed Caroline
what you advertise? Would you ever in
your wildest dreams, in your sickest
moments, would you ever sit down
with Milo, your son, who I am sure is a
beautiful, beautiful young son, a son

whom you have big dreams for, would
you ever sit down and show this to
him?

Answer it for me. Answer the ques-
tion, Jonathan. You know what? I hope
when you do that tomorrow morning
you too go to your corporate offices
and say, ‘‘Pull the ad. We do not need
to sell this kind of trash through our
magazine to make a buck. We can
make plenty of money without revert-
ing to doing these kind of video murder
simulation machines to the young peo-
ple of this country.’’

And it does not end. We have some-
body else, the president of the Business
and Computer Division, Mark Gross.
Mark Gross says on the web page he is
the father of the coolest 8-year-old, the
coolest 8-year-old on the planet, and
lives with his family in Burlingame.

Can my colleagues imagine a father
saying, hey, I have got the coolest 8-
year-old on the planet? Now, there is a
proud father. There is a father that
cares about his kid. There is a father
that is beaming with pride. That is
when he goes home at night when he is
with the family. But when he is at
work, this is what they do. This is the
kind of stuff they market, not to his
children, not to Jonathan’s child Milo,
but to my children, to the children of
my colleagues, to everybody’s children
in this chamber. That is what these
people market.

Tom Balentino. This surprised me.
He is the Chief Financial Officer. He
makes sure they make money off this.
He is the one that does the accounting
on this ad.
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Remember, I am not complaining
about the ad, it is the message in the
ad. Let us not be confused in these
comments. Do you know how many
children he has? Five. He has five of his
own children. Why would somebody
with five children just endanger a fam-
ily who has just one child? Just one
child. Why would you, if you owned a
corporation, feel a necessity to go out
there in your magazine and create and
allow this kind of advertising, or how
could you as a parent go out and
produce this kind of game?

How can you sit down with your
bright mind while your children are
playing in another room, and what
kind of sick mind does it take to devise
this type of video arcade murder sim-
ulation game called ‘‘Kingpin, Life of
Crime,’’ where you get to pick your
gang members, where the video game
allows you, and I will repeat it up here,
to target specific body parts and actu-
ally see the damage done, including the
exit wounds. What kind of father or
mother could do that? Well, our society
has produced some of them.

And Holy Klingel, Holy is the mother
of two preschool children. It is either
Holy or Holly, I am not sure which. Let
us just say it is Holly. Holly, have you
done it with your two preschool chil-
dren? Have you taken them to play



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3387May 19, 1999
this game? Would you let them be ex-
posed to this game? Why do you par-
ticipate in this? Driven by greed, I
guess?

Does anybody want to go out there
on the streets today and put in our
video arcades this kind of murder sim-
ulation game? I think I have gotten my
message across pretty clear to you.
There are a couple of things that I am
going to ask.

First of all, the Internet providers,
you have a responsibility. I know we
have got the freedom of speech. I am
not asking for the creation of a new
governmental agency to come down
and force you to surrender your free-
dom of speech.

But I am asking you to exercise re-
sponsibility as an adult. Exercise re-
sponsibility as a business executive and
pull some of this garbage off your
Internet sites. You do not need it. You
do not need it to pay your bills. You do
not need it to make your company well
known throughout the country. And
for gosh sakes, the children of this
country do not need it. Think about
the kids.

I will bet a lot of the names I just
mentioned to you are soccer parents. I
bet a lot of the names of the people
that I just mentioned to you talk with
pride about the children in the next
generation, that we need more schools
for them and we need better teachers,
et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. Yet in
the background, in the background
they are the creators and the adver-
tisers and the marketers and the prof-
iteers of this game.

There is one other thing I am going
to try and do as a Congressman. I hate
to take this down because I want you
to see how grotesque it is, but I feel I
have a responsibility as well. I was giv-
ing some thought to what can I do as a
Congressman to help here? How can I
help?

One, I think it is important to come
to the House floor of the U.S. House of
Representatives and pass on this mes-
sage, which is what I have been doing
for the last half an hour or so. Second,
I think it is important for me to figure
out how to devise some type of action
that we can take. I do not want to cre-
ate more laws. I am not sure that is the
answer.

Obviously we need to spend more
time in our families. When you get
down to it, the bottom line is family. It
is not just your family. So these cor-
porate executives that produce this
kind of murder simulator ought to
have a family responsibility beyond
their own family.

But there are other things that we
can do, too. Here is what I am going to
do on my part. I am going to contact
the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion. Everybody has thought the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission is
about seat belts or child restraint seats
or dangerous toys. I think this video
arcade game and games similar to it
which are murder simulators, are dan-
gerous toys. I am going to ask them for
their thoughts on it.

I am going to contact the video game
makers, many of whom I have men-
tioned tonight, and ask them for a vol-
untary recall. I am also going to con-
tact their board of directors. I am
going to contact the video game maga-
zines and ask that they pull all their
advertising. They do not need it.

I am going to notify Parent-Teacher
Associations and other child advocacy
groups and make them aware of these
video games. I am going to sit down
with every PTA I can. I am going to sit
down with every parent organization I
can. I am going to sit down with every
group that has been formed as a result
of the shooting in Littleton, Colorado,
and I am going to show them your ad-
vertising. And I am going to say it is
time for us to take some parental mar-
keting strength to the marketplace.

We need to talk about this. We need
to publish the fact that these kind of
games are out there, and we need to
urge parents, we need to urge every
parent in this country in the next few
days, not months from now but in the
next few days, every father and mother
and every grandmother and grand-
father in this country should take
enough time to go to your local video
arcade amusement center and take a
look at what kind of games are in that
facility. If you do not agree with that,
you ought to file a complaint with the
owner.

I notice that as I begin to change
subjects here, that I have had a col-
league of mine join me from the State
of Georgia. I am glad the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is here. If
I might, if the gentleman would not
mind, I would be happy to yield to the
gentleman for a couple of minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Colorado for that. I am a
father of four children. Of course our
kids like to play video games here and
there. So I share your concern and I ap-
preciate your raising this issue with
the Members of Congress because it is
something that, as you have said, does
not necessarily take a new law but we
need to raise the awareness about it.

I wanted to ask you, when children
buy these games or go into a video ar-
cade where these games are offered as
one of the choices, is there any kind of
label, any kind of warning the way
there is with explicit CD lyrics when
you buy, that has the warning? Is there
any kind of warning on these?

Mr. MCINNIS. There is a label. Mind
you that this particular advertisement
which I show right here to the gen-
tleman from Georgia is contained with-
in this magazine. This magazine can be
bought by anybody. A 5-year-old can
buy the magazine. In addition, this
particular game is made by Interplay
Entertainment Corporation. We pulled
it up on the web. So anybody that
knows how to use the Internet, and I
know kids, 6, 7-year-old kids that can
begin to use that, young children, they
can pull it up as well.

There is over here in the corner, a
little label, a little M, that says ma-

ture audience. There is a little warning
label right here in the corner. There is
absolutely no kind of restriction. This
magazine, of course, does not say for
mature audiences only. When you get
onto the web site, you can access it, so
in essence this little warning system
means nothing.

But what amazes me, to my good col-
league from Georgia, is this game is so
grotesque. As I mentioned earlier, it
talks about the exit wounds, the body
parts, splattering of blood. It is so gro-
tesque, we should not be asking the
question to the manufacturer, ‘‘Is it
better if we put a warning label on it?’’
We ought to say to the manufacturer,
‘‘Don’t you have your own family?
Don’t you have your own kids? Would
you take this game home tonight?’’

My bet, as the gentleman from Geor-
gia knows, is I will bet there is not one
executive associated with any of these
corporations that has this game at
home for their video arcade for their
own children.

Mr. KINGSTON. I have had actually
some of these action items which you
had listed, I have done on explicit CD
lyrics, and basically from the large
vendors gotten the shoulder shrug.
‘‘Your kids don’t have to listen to it.
We have lots of people. Your kids don’t
have to play it.’’

If following your action items a par-
ent wants to write the manufacturer
and ask the question, do you feel proud
making this, do you feel good about 13-
year-olds who are on the edge, high
risk kids who are left alone for hours
as Klebold and Harris were doing, they
played these type games, not nec-
essarily this game but they played vio-
lent video games for hours, as I have
read the news reports. If parents want
to do that, how can they get the ad-
dress? I know that the manufacturer’s
name is listed on there, but how do
they get the address on who to write
the letter to?

Mr. MCINNIS. That is a good ques-
tion. The first thing on the awareness
level, and I agree with the gentleman
from Georgia and I appreciate his
points, I think that just the gentleman
and I talking on the House floor to
these manufacturers and asking them
to stop production of these gruesome
murder simulators will not work be-
cause I think they will just disregard
us. But what will work on the aware-
ness level is for parents to actually
physically go into these arcade amuse-
ment centers.

We can urge people, anybody who has
a child or anybody that knows a child,
cares about children, should in the
next 3 or 4 days make it a point to go
into a video arcade amusement center
and see what kind of games are being
played in your neighborhood center.
And then what they should do is go to
the owner of that store, of that arcade
facility and say, ‘‘That game doesn’t
belong in our community. That game
doesn’t belong in this store. You ought
to send it back.’’

In the meantime, I can tell you, I do
not want this magazine to have more
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sales, at least with the kind of adver-
tising. Mind you, there is some adver-
tising in this magazine to me that
seems very legitimate, that is fine ad-
vertising. I would not use the products,
but it is not a death message in there
that they are selling.

But this magazine, Next Generation,
you can go to any store, I would guess,
any large magazine store, and you will
find these magazines on the racks,
video game on the racks. Simply pull it
up, look for an ad, if you see an ad on
this kind of game, ‘‘You’re Gonna Die,’’
it is very easy, pull it up on the web. It
also has addresses in there and address-
es of the magazine.

On top of this, you have got the name
of the corporations in the bottom of
this ad and they have a web site there,
www.interplay.com, king in corpse. No-
tice the web site, king in corpse. That
is their web site. Sick web site. None-
theless, it has addresses for the cor-
poration.

But to my colleague, I think the best
thing for us to do for awareness is urge
parents just in the next few days, go
down to the video store and take a look
for yourself. Do not take our word for
it, take a look for yourself. If you are
offended as I am by these games, tell
the local proprietor about that.

Mr. KINGSTON. Or as you pointed
out that web site, and you might want
to read it again, if people have the
Internet, to call up the web site and
that would maybe be the starting point
in the search.

But when you are talking about the
sponsors of the Next Generation maga-
zine, even if somebody is legitimately
selling tennis shoes, which is certainly
an innocuous and a healthy product,
they still are sponsoring this magazine.
This magazine could not get in the
hands of 12-year-olds without that ten-
nis shoe commercial.

One of the things that I have always
advocated to people is you have a lot of
power through the voting booth but
you have a lot more power every day at
the cash register. If you write a letter
to XYZ Widgets and say, ‘‘I’m going to
quit buying your product because of
who you support through your adver-
tising,’’ they are going to respond to
that if they get enough letters.

Here we are right now in a society
that is trying to come to grips with
this terrible Columbine High School
situation. We are looking for things.
This is not going to solve it by itself,
but is this a piece of the puzzle? I
would say that it is a piece. It is part
of the toxin that our children have to
live, breathe and eat and sleep and be
exposed to in one form or the other.

And is this healthy as an influence
on your child? Will this bring your
child better to a healthy, normal type
life-style or will it take him away from
it? Then if you say, ‘‘Oh, I’m not wor-
ried about it,’’ well, how many hours
are you comfortable with them playing
the ‘‘You’re Gonna Die’’ video? Do you
want your kid playing it 1 hour, 2
hours, 3 hours, 5 hours a day? As par-

ents we have to ask ourselves these
questions. And will exposure to this
move your kid along in the right direc-
tion that you want him or her to be
moving in? Probably not. That is why
we have to be very aware of all the
things that are after our children’s
minds and their souls.

Mr. MCINNIS. As the gentleman from
Georgia knows, these young people can
be impressed so easily. The mind im-
pressions. There are a lot of studies
that have been done to see what kind
of impact these kind of things have. We
know they have an impact. Just the
same as this simulator has an impact
for a pilot that is learning how to fly.

Your question was about urging the
letters. My reluctance tonight to give
addresses for, for example, Interplay
Entertainment Corporation, which is
very easy to find on the web and so on,
my reluctance in giving addresses is if
a lot of letters do not go there, I do not
want these corporations to think peo-
ple do not care.

That is why I have decided to take
the route of urging every parent, I hope
some people are watching this evening
that have children or know children or
care about children, or a local PTA or
a local school association or the local
teachers’ union or teachers associa-
tion. Go yourselves to that video ar-
cade store and see what is happening.

I was mesmerized the other day when
I went in and I saw this video game.
There was a kid there, I could not be-
lieve how fast that finger was going. He
has got two guns and he is shooting
like this in this video arcade, and the
people are blowing up, blood all over
the video screen and things like that.
The way that kid was moving that and
even going like this, across, it amazed
me. That is what is going on in that
mind. That kid is not out playing foot-
ball or baseball.

By the way, the community where
this is has wonderful recreational fa-
cilities for their young children. It is
not like this kid had no other choice.
But I hope to get some parents into
these video arcade stores and they are
saying, ‘‘Hey, my kid’s not coming in
here.’’

The question that should be asked, as
the gentleman from Georgia brought
up, I think the standard here of every
chief executive officer in this country,
every chief executive officer in this
country, before he or she approves this
kind of product, they ought to ask,
‘‘Am I willing to take it home for my
children?’’ Instead of asking, ‘‘Is it
going to make us a buck?’’ is it going
to drive the greed of this corporation,
the question that should be really
asked is, ‘‘Would I show it to my own
children? Would I let my children or
my grandchildren play this game?
Would I want them exposed to this?’’

b 2200

As my colleague knows, it is just not
the Littleton disaster, as he pointed
out. Every day we have shootings or
violent incidences, not just shooting,

but violent incidents in this country.
This cannot help but play a part, but
my colleague said it all comes back to
the core of the family, family responsi-
bility, corporate responsibility.

Mr. KINGSTON. I get very concerned
when you raise an issue like this, that
people say, well, as my colleague
knows, this is a First Amendment. But
my colleague has touched on it, that
we are not trying to pass a new law, we
are not trying to amend the First
Amendment at all. We are saying,
‘‘You know what? This is out there,
and it’s going to be out there, but bom-
barding children with it, particularly
high-risk children who already maybe
have trouble in their home, emotional
trouble at school, drug problems, alco-
hol problems that are already after
their minds and after their hearts; then
this comes along. And, as my colleague
says, instead of going out there playing
soccer or football with kids where they
experience interaction and teamwork
and sportsmanship and so forth, they
are holed up in some dark little room
in the house, and they are just poking
away at the keyboard or on the joy
stick, and I also think one of the
things is we lose a lot of our
generational imparting knowledge be-
cause these kids become such, and I do
not know if we have a word for it yet,
but it is cyber introverts, where they
can compete, communicate in cyber-
space on the Internet or with high-tech
video, but they cannot talk to their fel-
low human beings any more.

Mr. MCINNIS. Well, it is cyber youth,
and I want to let my colleagues out
here know, because you are listening to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON) and myself, we are fathers. We
have had some experience. We both
have children, and our wives have chil-
dren, and I mean share that same kind
of experience. So we are not speaking
as novices.

And so I think my colleague’s points
are very valid, and I do want to say
that in the last hour, as my colleagues
know, we have been talking about this
horrible video game which I call a mur-
der simulator, but I do not want it to
cast too black a cloud because we
should all remember that in this coun-
try we have a lot of things going right
with our young people. We have a lot of
parents who do care. Most of the par-
ents in this country would never let
their children play this game. Most
parents in this country, because they
love their children, would never let
this in their facility. Most schools in
this country would never let this be
played. Unfortunately, a lot of busi-
nesses and many video arcades might,
but there is so much more goes right
with our children than goes wrong.
When we find something that goes
wrong, we still need to work on it, but
there is a lot more that goes right.

So I yield to my colleague to wrap
up, but I do appreciate the gentleman
coming over. I think we both share the
view, obviously we share the same
viewpoint, and I hope we have done
some good with awareness.
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Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-

tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS)
because as a father he is doing the
right thing, as a representative from
Colorado that has all the eyes on us. As
my colleagues know, we are trying to
put these puzzle pieces together, and I
do think that exposure to this, exces-
sive exposure to unnecessarily violent
video games, certainly is something
that we should talk about, and as my
colleagues know, as a father of a 16, 13,
10 and 8 year old, I am glad that there
are people like the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) who is bringing
this out because frankly I do not know
about all this, and we parents have to
talk and see what our kids are up
against and be more alert.

And, as my colleague knows, what we
do is we raise our antenna a little bit
higher and a little bit different direc-
tion, and then we, as parents, as my
colleagues know, are watching out. But
I think the gentleman’s action plan is
a sound one, and we might want to
look at that one more time, but to con-
tact the Consumer Product Safety
Commission, contact the video game
manufacturers and makers, ask for a
voluntary recall, contact the Video
Game Magazine and ask them if they
will pull all their advertising, notify
the parent-teacher associations and
other child advocacy groups, and my
colleague said there are a lot of groups
that have sprung up as a result of
Littleton, and they should be looking
at this, and then find others games
that could desensitize children to vio-
lence.

And I know the story of one little
girl who was crying one time when she
watched the evening news, and she did
not get to watch much TV at home,
and she said, ‘‘You know, I know when
there’s a TV show where somebody is
murdered that it is just a TV show, but
this was the evening news, and, Daddy,
there was a mommy who killed her lit-
tle girl, and it was real life,’’ and the
little girl telling me the story was in
tears because she had not been desen-
sitized, and when you think about a
mother killing her own daughter, it
should bring tears to all of us. As my
colleagues know, big and small, that
this is a real situation, and so often we
blend okay because it happens a lot on
violent TV or on violent video. It de-
sensitizes us to real life, but when you
see somebody who has not been desen-
sitized, how they react to life is totally
different.

Mr. MCINNIS. As my colleague
knows, on this particular video game,
You’re Going to Die, when you kill
somebody on this video simulator, it
puts points on the board. You score.
You get a positive reaction from the
game. You win. A little light goes on,
here is the score. The more you kill,
the more points you put on the score-
board.

Mr. KINGSTON. Unfortunately for
young children, high-risk victims and
perpetrators of Columbine, Harris and
Klebold, there is no reset button. Once
you did it, it is forever.

Mr. MCINNIS. Reclaiming my time, I
do thank the gentleman very much,
and as I said, to conclude this evening,
there is a lot that has gone right with
our young people, and we have millions
of kids that go to schools every day,
and we do not have these kinds of inci-
dents that occur, and we do not have
gang killings in every community
every day of the week, but we do have
some problems out there.

So we have tried to do our part, and
I ask you to do your part.

In conclusion, I would ask that each
and every one of you in the next three
or four days commit to your spouse,
commit to your children, that you as
an adult will go to your video arcade
amusement center, just walk through
and see what kind of games you think
those young people should be exposed
to.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin). The Chair would
remind all Members that remarks in
debate should be addressed to the Chair
and not to the viewing audience.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. UDALL of Colorado) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5

minutes, today.
Mr. KIND, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. CALVERT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. EHRLICH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

on May 26th.
Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes,

today.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing date present to the President,
for his approval, a bill of the House of
the following title:

On May 18, 1999:
H.R. 669. An act to amend the Peace Corps

Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 2000 through 2003 to carry out that Act,
and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 7 minutes

p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, May 20, 1999, at 10
a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2206. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commuted Traveltime Periods: Over-
time Services Relating to Imports and Ex-
ports [Docket No. 99–022–1] received May 11,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

2207. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Fludioxonil;
Pesticide Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tion [OPP–300832; FRL–6073–1] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2208. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Diflubenzuron;
Pesticide Tolerances [OPP–300844; FRL–6075–
4] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received April 14, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

2209. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clofentezine;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300843; FRL–6075–6]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received April 14, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

2210. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Emamectin
Benzoate; Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300856;
FRL–6079–7] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received May
13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

2211. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Amendment of
Affordable Housing Program Regulation [No.
99–25] (RIN: 3069–AA–73) received May 10,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

2212. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Amendment of
Affordable Housing Program Regulation [No.
99–26] (RIN: 3069–AA82) received May 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

2213. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Integration of Environ-
ment, Safety and Health into Facility Dis-
position Activities—received May 11, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2214. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Air Quality Plans for
Designated Facilities and Pollutants Alle-
gheny County, PA; Removal of Final Rule
Pertaining to the Control of Landfill Gas
Emissions from Existing Municipal Solid
Waste Landfills [PA107–4066a; FRL–6111–8] re-
ceived April 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.
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2215. A letter from the Director, Office of

Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans: Or-
egon [OR 48–1–7263a; FRL–6127–4] received
April 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2216. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality State Imple-
mentation Plans, Texas; Recodification of,
and Revisions to the State Implementation
Plan; Chapter 114 [TX98–1–7386; FRL–6117–3]
received April 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2217. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD), Mojave
Desert Air Quality Management District
(MDAQMD), and the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) as revi-
sions to the California State Implementation
Plan (SIP) [CA 164–0112a; FRL–6324–8] re-
ceived April 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2218. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; North Carolina; Revised Format
for Materials Being Incorporated by Ref-
erence [NC–9915; FRL–6335–8] received May
13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2219. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Implementation
Plans; Wyoming [WY–001–0002a and WY–001–
0003a; FRL–6344–2] received May 13, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2220. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Ferralloys Production: Ferromanganese
and Silicomanganese [IL–64–2–5807; FRL–
6345–7] (RIN: 2060–AF29) received May 13,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

2221. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories; National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Mineral Wool Production [FRL–6345–4] (RIN:
2060–AE08) received May 13, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2222. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Georgia; Revised Format for Ma-
terials Being Incorporated by Reference [GA–
9915; FRL–6335–9] received May 13, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2223. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Identification
of Additional Ozone Areas Attaining the 1-

Hour Standard and to Which the 1-Hour
Standard is No Longer Applicable [FRL–6344–
4] received May 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2224. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Polyether Polyols Production [FRL–6344–
7] (RIN: 2060–AE–86) received May 13, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2225. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval of
State Operating Permit Rule Revision; New
Jersey [NJ002; FRL–6333–8] received April 27,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

2226. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Food
and Drug Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Indirect Food
Additives: Adjuvants, Production Aids, and
Sanitizers [Docket No. 98F–0130] received
May 11, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2227. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

2228. A letter from the Director, Division of
Policy, Planning and Program Development,
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Affirmative Action
and Nondiscrimination Obligations of Con-
tractors and Subcontractors Regarding Spe-
cial Disabled Veterans and Vietnam Era Vet-
erans; OMB Control Numbers for OFCCP In-
formation Collection Requirements—re-
ceived May 10, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

2229. A letter from the Director, Office of
Insurance Programs, Office of Personnel
Management, transmitting the Office’s final
rule—Federal Employees’ Group Life Insur-
ance Program: New Premiums (RIN: 3206–
AI54) received May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

2230. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Prevailing Rate Systems;
Change in Survey Cycle for the South-
western Michigan Appropriated Fund Wage
Area (RIN: 3206–AI68) received May 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

2231. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
West Virginia Regulatory Program [WV–077–
FOR] received May 11, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

2232. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Texas Regulatory Program [SPATS No. TX–
045–FOR] received April 27, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

2233. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Virginia Regulatory Program [VA–110–FOR]
received April 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

2234. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries

Off West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Western Pacific Bottomfish Fishery;
Amendment 5 [Docket No. 981204297–9091–02;
I.D. 110698B] (RIN: 0648–AK21) received May 3,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

2235. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, National
Park Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Kaloko-Honokohau National His-
torical Park, Hawaii; Public Nudity (RIN:
1024–AC66) received May 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

2236. A letter from the Chief, Operations
Division, Directorate of Civil Works, Corps
of Engineers, Department of the Army,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Final Rule Establishing an Administrative
Appeal Process for the Regulatory Program
of the Corps of Engineers—received May 10,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2237. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Modification of Class E
Airspace; Hallock, MN [Airspace Docket No.
99–AGL–5] received May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2238. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist Aircraft Certification Service, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Alexander Schleicher
Segelflugzeugbau Model ASH 26E Sailplanes
[Docket No. 98–CE–98–AD; Amendment 39–
11142; AD 99–09–09] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2239. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist Aircraft Certification Service, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Eurocopter France (Eurocopter)
Model SE 3130, SE 313B, SA 3180, SA 318B,
and SA 318C Helicopters [Docket No. 98–SW–
54–AD; Amendment 39–11150; AD 99–09–16]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 3, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2240. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist Aircraft Certification Service, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model MD–11
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–87–AD;
Amendment 39–11138; AD 99–08–51] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2241. A letter from the Chief, Regs and
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Special Local Regulations; Charleston
to Bermuda Sailboat Race, Charleston, SC
[CGD07–99–024] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received
May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2242. A letter from the Chief, Regs and
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Waiver application; tank vessel; reduc-
tion of gross tonnage [USCG–1999–5451] re-
ceived May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2243. A letter from the Chief, Regs and
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 90)
Phase-out Requirements for Single Hull
Tank Vessels [USCG–1998–4620] received May
3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
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the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2244. A letter from the Program Analyst
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Airworthiness Directive;
Raytheon Aircraft Company Beech Models
A36, B36, TC, 58, 58A, C90A, B200, B300, and
1900D Airplanes [Docket No. 99–CE–11–AD;
Amendment 39–11148; AD 99–09–15] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2245. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments [Docket No. 29543; Amdt. No. 1926] re-
ceived May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2246. A letter from the Attorney, Office of
the Chief Counsel, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Alternative Means of Compliance for
the Pilot-In-Command Night Takeoff and
Landing Recent Flight Experience Require-
ments [Docket No. FAA–1999–5584; Amend-
ment No. 61–106] (RIN: 2120–AG77) received
May 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2247. A letter from the Deputy Director,
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Profes-
sional Research Experience Program (PREP)
(RIN: 0693–ZA29) received May 10, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Science.

2248. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Equitable Relief
from Joint and Several Liability [Notice 99–
29] received May 11, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2249. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Low-Income Hous-
ing Tax Credit—1999 Possessions Population
Figures [Notice 99–22] received May 11, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2250. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Start-up Expendi-
tures [Rev. Rul. 99–23] received May 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

2251. A letter from the Railroad Retire-
ment Board, transmitting the Board’s jus-
tification of budget estimates for fiscal year
2000, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 231f; jointly to the
Committees on Appropriations, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and Ways and
Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on rules.
House Resolution 179. Resolution providing
for the consideration of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 4) to declare it to be
the policy of the United States to deploy a
national missile defense (Rept. 106–150). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 180. Resolution
providing for consideration of the bill

(H.R. 883) to preserve the sovereignty of the
United States over public lands and acquired
lands owned by the United States, and to
preserve State sovereignty and private prop-
erty rights in non-Federal lands surrounding
those public lands and acquired lands (Rept.
106–151). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. BLILEY (for himself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
OXLEY, and Mr. TOWNS):

H.R. 1858. A bill to promote electronic
commerce through improved access for con-
sumers to electronic databases, including se-
curities market information databases; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. CAMP:
H.R. 1859. A bill to require the United

States Postal Service to submit certain re-
ports to Congress before implementing the
next rate increase for first-class postage, and
to provide certain procedures regarding the
use and sale of postage stamps during the
initial period of such rate increase; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN (for herself,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. RUSH, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. WYNN, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Ms. CARSON, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms.
LEE, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Ms. WATERS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
DIXON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
FORD, and Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 1860. A bill to require managed care
organizations to contract with providers in
medically underserved areas, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself and Ms.
DUNN):

H.R. 1861. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the deduct-
ibility of business meal expenses for individ-
uals subject to Federal hours of service; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
HOEFFEL, and Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico):

H.R. 1862. A bill to combat nursing home
fraud and abuse, increase protections for vic-
tims of telemarketing fraud, enhance safe-
guards for pension plans and health care ben-
efit programs, and enhance penalties for
crimes against seniors, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. DUNN (for herself, Mr. TANNER,
Mr. HERGER, and Mr. MATSUI):

H.R. 1863. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the treatment of
bonds issued to acquire renewable resources
on land subject to conservation easement; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HANSEN:
H.R. 1864. A bill to standardize the process

for conducting public hearings for Federal

agencies within the Department of the Inte-
rior; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. HORN:
H.R. 1865. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of Transportation to make grants for the
construction of an addition to the American
Merchant Marine Memorial Wall of Honor lo-
cated in San Pedro, California; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. HANSEN:
H.R. 1866. A bill to provide a process for the

public to appeal certain decisions made by
the National Park Service and by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
HILL of Indiana, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, Mr. PETRI, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
BACHUS, and Mr. COOK):

H.R. 1867. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi-
nancing of campaigns for elections for Fed-
eral office, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. JOHN (for himself, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. BOYD, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. FROST, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Mr. HILL of Indiana, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms.
HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. GORDON, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. LUCAS of
Kentucky, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. STUPAK,
Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. BOUCHER):

H.R. 1868. A bill to provide for a rural edu-
cation development initiative, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mr.
ROYCE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. FROST, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. HORN,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. UNDER-
WOOD, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
MCKEON, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. GARY MILLER of California, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. LUCAS
of Oklahoma, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, and Mr. CONDIT):

H.R. 1869. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to expand the prohibition on
stalking, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LARSON (for himself and Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 1870. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for
contributions to a volunteer firefighter sav-
ings account; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. LOFGREN:
H.R. 1871. A bill to amend the Immigration

and Nationality Act to make permanent the
special immigrant religious worker program;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. TERRY, and Mr.
BARCIA):

H.R. 1872. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to establish a program to
designate as an Interstate Oasis certain fa-
cilities near the interstate highway system;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH:
H.R. 1873. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to increase the maximum
taxable income for the 15 percent rate brack-
et; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHAFFER (for himself, Mr.
MCINNIS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
HANSEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. HILL of
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Montana, Mr. HAYES, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. EWING, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, Mr. GOODE, and Mr. GREEN of
Wisconsin):

H.R. 1874. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the maximum
amount of wages that a farmer can pay for
agricultural labor without being subject to
the Federal unemployment tax on that labor
to reflect inflation since the unemployment
tax was first established, and to provide for
an annual inflation adjustment in such max-
imum amount of wages; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. CANADY of
Florida, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BARR of
Georgia, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. CAN-
NON, Mr. ROGAN, Mrs. BONO, Mr. BLI-
LEY, Mr. COX, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
DREIER, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
JOHN, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. LINDER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. SUNUNU, and Mr. UPTON):

H.R. 1875. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to allow the application of the
principles of Federal diversity jurisdiction to
interstate class actions; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TALENT (for himself and Ms.
DANNER):

H.R. 1876. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to incorporate certain provisions of the
transportation conformity regulations, as in
effect on March 1, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mrs. THURMAN (for herself, Mr.
CRANE, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. LEVIN):

H.R. 1877. A bill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States to pro-
vide for duty-free treatment of personal ef-
fects of participants in certain world ath-
letic events; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. FARR of California, Ms. LEE,
and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii):

H. Res. 181. A resolution condemning the
kidnapping and murder by the Revolutionary
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) of 3
United States citizens, Ingrid
Washinawatok, Terence Freitas, and
Lahe’ena’e Gay; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. HANSEN:

H. Res. 182. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the National Park Service should take full
advantage of support services offered by the
Department of Defense; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. SANFORD (for himself, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DELAY, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. GILCHREST):

H. Res. 183. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the settlement of claims of citizens of
the United States against the Government of
Germany with respect to the deaths of mem-
bers of the United States Air Force resulting
from the collision off the coast of Namibia of
a German Luftwaffe aircraft with a United
States Air Force aircraft on September 13,
1997; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Ms. LEE:
H.R. 1878. A bill for the relief of Geert

Bozen; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PORTER:

H.R. 1879. A bill for the relief of Edwardo
Reyes and Dianelita Reyes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 73; Mr. METCALF, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
PACKARD, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 116; Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 125; Mr. CLYBURN.
H.R. 141; Mr. LATOURETTE.
H.R. 206; Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 216; Mr. CHAMBLISS.
H.R. 271; Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 274; Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. BERMAN,

Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. WEYGAND, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. VENTO Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. QUINN,
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 306; Mr. BERMAN and Ms. GRANGER.
H.R. 348; Mr. SKELTON.
H.R. 351; Mr. HILL of Indiana.
H.R. 352; Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TAUZIN Mr.

DEFAZIO, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, and
Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 353: Mr. MOORE, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
STARK, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 355: Mr. WU.
H.R. 357: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 372: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.

BONIOR, and Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 405: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. MOAKLEY,

Mr. JENKINS, Mr. QUINN, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
LUCAS of Kentucky, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 406: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky.
H.R. 410: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 413: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. HILL-

IARD, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. OWENS, Mr. FROST, Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. LUCAS of
Oklahoma, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. SHERMAN, and
Mr. MOORE.

H.R. 461: Mr. BAKER.
H.R. 483: Mr. DAVIS of Florida.
H.R. 486: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. HUTCHINSON,

Mr. FILNER, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. RYUN of Kan-
sas, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
HOEFFEL, and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 534: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 567: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.

LIPINSKI, and Mr. SCHAKOWSKY.
H.R. 632: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.

ISAKSON, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, and
Ms. DANNER.

H.R. 642. Ms. ESHOO, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. HASTINGS OF FLORIDA, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. COX,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. THOMPSON of California,
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
BROWN of California, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. DREIER, Mr.

PACKARD, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, and Mr. OSE.

H.R. 643: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. COX,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. THOMPSON of California,
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
BROWN of California, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, and Mr. OSE.

H.R. 668: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 670: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.

WAMP, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 709: Mr. SHOWS and Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 749: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 776: Ms. SANCHEZ and Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 804: Mr. QUINN and Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 827: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

PAYNE, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 828: Mr. WU and Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island.
H.R. 852: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. THUNE, Mr.

HOBSON, Mr. WELLER, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 870: Mr. COBLE.
H.R. 875: Ms. PELOSI, Ms. WATERS, Ms.

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr.
CLAY.

H.R. 881: Mrs. NORTHUP and Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 987: Mr. RILEY, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-

ington, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. GUTKNECHT, and Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 997: Mr. CASTLE and Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida.

H.R. 1006: Mr. SHAW.
H.R. 1053: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 1063: Mr. SABO and Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 1083: Mr. BOYD and Mr. DEAL of Geor-

gia.
H.R. 1102: Mr. THOMAS, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.

SAWYER, Mr. NEY, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
DOYLE.

H.R. 1109: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
H.R. 1111: Ms. DANNER.
H.R. 1127: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 1130: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. MALONEY of

Connecticut, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD.

H.R. 1154: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and
Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 1180: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. LAFALCE, and
Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 1195: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Mr.
HUTCHINSON.

HR. 1217: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. HILL of Indiana, Ms. LEE, Mr.
SANFORD, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. KLINK, Mr. WU,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. BORSKI.

H.R. 1227: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1238: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-

gia, and Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
H.R. 1239: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms.

SLAUGHTER, Mr. LARSON, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.R. 1256: Mr. COX, Mr. SHADEGG, and Mr.
EHRLICH.

H.R. 1260: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. UNDERWOOD, and Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.

H.R. 1272: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 1300: Mr. CLAY, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN,

Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. DICKS.
H.R. 1304: Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr.

WELDON of Florida, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Ms.
PELOSI, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. MANZULLO, Ms.
HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. WEINER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. FORD, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, and Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut.

H.R. 1325: Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
WATKINS, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 1349: Mr. MILLER of Florida.
H.R. 1350: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
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H.R. 1354: Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 1355: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.
H.R. 1402: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.

SPENCE, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. LARSON, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. CANNON, and Mr. GARY
MILLER of California.

H.R. 1420: Mr. VENTO and Mr. FORD.
H.R. 1445: Mr. UPTON, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs.

ROUKEMA, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. DREIER, and Mr.
SPRATT.

H.R. 1450: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and
Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 1525: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BONIOR, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PHELPS, and
Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 1527: Mr. LARSON.
H.R. 1530: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 1546: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 1584: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.

KING, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. STARK,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. OXLEY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. WALSH, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs.
MORELLA, and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 1598: Mr. FILNER, Mr. CANNON, and Mr.
LINDER.

H.R. 1622: Mr. SHAW and Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1631: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr.

CROWLEY.
H.R. 1649: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1659: Mr. DIXON, Mrs. MALONEY of New

York, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, and Mr. GEKAS.

H.R. 1684: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. OWENS, Ms. LEE, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 1689: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1690: Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 1706: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 1739: Ms. ESHOO.
H.R. 1777: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 1778: Mr. STENHOLM, Mrs. WILSON, Mr.

SANDLIN, and Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 1791: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. FARR of

California.
H.R. 1798: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 1819: Mr. SANDLIN and Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 1857: Mr. KLECZKA.
H.J. Res. 47: Mr. FROST, Mr. OSE, Mr. FARR

of California, Mr. WEINER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. LUCAS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. PHELPS.

H.J. Res. 48: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. WEXLER,
Mr. BENTSEN, and Mr. HANSEN.

H. Con. Res. 38: Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and
Mr. SHIMKUS.

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. BERRY, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. SKEEN, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. CALVERT.
H. Con. Res. 77: Mr. BOEHLER and Mr. PE-

TERSON of Minnesota.
H. Con. Res. 106: Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-

sissippi.
H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. BURTON of Indiana,

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. HANSEN.

H. Con. Res. 109: Ms. MCCARTHY of Mis-
souri, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. WU, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms.
ESHOO, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Ms.
BERKLEY.

H. Res. 169: Mr. OLVER, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, and Ms. LOFGREN.

H. Res. 178: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HOYER, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. DELAY, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, and Ms. RIVERS.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 883
OFFERED BY: MR. SWEENEY

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 5, line 6, insert
‘‘State Government, local government, and’’
after ‘‘To protect’’.

H.R. 883
OFFERED BY: MR. SWEENEY

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 5, line 6, insert
‘‘State Government, local government, and’’
after ‘‘To protect’’.

Page 9, line 16, after ‘‘management plan’’
insert the following: ‘‘that specifically en-
sures that the designation does not affect
State or local government revenue, includ-
ing revenue for public education programs,
and’’.

H.R. 883
OFFERED BY: MR. SWEENEY

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 9, line 16, after
‘‘management plan’’ insert the following:

‘‘that specifically ensures that the designa-
tion does not affect State or local govern-
ment revenue, including revenue for public
education programs, and’’.

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. UDALL OF COLORADO

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 9, line 6, after ‘‘in
the United States’’ insert ‘‘(other than an
area within the State of Colorado)’’

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 11, beginning at
line 25, strike ‘‘conserving, preserving, or
protecting’’ and insert ‘‘governing the man-
agement of’’.

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 12, line 1, strike
‘‘or protecting’’ and insert ‘‘protecting, or
managing’’.

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 8:
Page 12, line 1, strike ‘‘or protecting’’ and

insert ‘‘protecting, or managing the use of’’.

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 9: At the end of the bill,
add the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 7. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS CON-

CERNING THE DISPOSAL, MANAGE-
MENT, AND USE OF LANDS BELONG-
ING TO THE UNITED STATES.

Title IV of the National Historic Preserva-
tion Act Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a–
1 et seq.) is further amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

SEC. 405.—No Federal official may enter
into an agreement with any international or
foreign entity (including any subsidiary
thereof) providing for the disposal, manage-
ment, and use of any lands owned by the
United States and located within the United
States unless such agreement is specifically
authorized by law. The President may from
time to time submit to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
of the Senate proposals for legislation au-
thorizing such agreements.’’.

H.R. 883

OFFERED BY: MR. YOUNG OF ALASKA

AMENDMENT NO. 10: on page 9, line 13,
strike ‘‘2000’’ and insert instead ‘‘2003’’.



Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106th

 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S5507 

Vol. 145 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 1999 No. 73 

Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable MIKE 
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of 
Idaho. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Loving Father, as we begin this day 

we are very aware of a stirring in our 
minds and a longing in our hearts to 
renew our relationship with You. We 
have learned that this is a sure sign 
that You are urging us to come to You 
in prayer long before we call on You. 
You have created the desire to know, 
love, and serve You. The feeling of 
emptiness inside alerts us to our hun-
ger and thirst for a right relationship 
with You. It is a great encouragement 
to realize that our longing for truth, 
knowledge, insight, and guidance is a 
response to Your desire to give us ex-
actly what we need for each challenge 
or opportunity. We trade in our old 
habit of self-reliance for Your super-
natural strength and superlative wis-
dom. It is a joy to be reminded that 
this is Your Nation. You are waiting to 
bless us and have specific answers to 
our needs prepared to give us as we lis-
ten to You in prayer all through this 
day. We place our trust in You. Amen. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The legislative assistant read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 19, 1999 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 

the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable MICHAEL D. CRAPO, a 
Senator from the State of Idaho, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will resume debate 
on the juvenile justice bill. Under a 
previous order, amendments that qual-
ify under the list may be offered until 
12:20 p.m. today. At 12:20 p.m., the Sen-
ate will begin debate on amendments 
numbered 357, 358, 360, and 361 which 
were previously offered to the bill. 
Each of the four amendments will have 
10 minutes of debate equally divided 
with stacked votes to begin at 1 p.m. 
Senators are encouraged to offer their 
amendments this morning so we can 
finish this important legislation in a 
timely manner. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

VIOLENT AND REPEAT JUVENILE 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND REHA-
BILITATION ACT OF 1999 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will now resume con-
sideration of S. 254, which the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A bill (S. 254) to reduce violent juvenile 
crime, promote accountability by and reha-
bilitation of juvenile criminals, punish and 
deter violent gang crime, and for other pur-
poses. 

Pending: 
Frist amendment No. 355, to amend the In-

dividuals with Disabilities Education Act 
and the Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994 to au-
thorize schools to apply appropriate dis-
cipline measures in cases where students 
have firearms. 

Wellstone amendment No. 356, to improve 
the juvenile delinquency prevention chal-
lenge grant program. 

Sessions/Inhofe amendment No. 357, relat-
ing to the placement of a disclaimer on ma-
terials produced, procured or disseminated 
as a result of funds made available under 
this Act. 

Wellstone amendment No. 358, to provide 
for additional mental health and student 
service providers. 

Hatch (for Santorum) amendment No. 360, 
to encourage States to incarcerate individ-
uals convicted of murder, rape, or child mo-
lestation. 

Ashcroft amendment No. 361, to provide for 
school safety and violence prevention and 
teacher liability protection measures. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to continue for 1 
minute, the time not taken from either 
side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, also for 
the advice of our colleagues, the distin-
guished Senator from Utah and I con-
tinued work on the managers’ package, 
which we worked on over the weekend, 
last night, and we will be prepared to 
present that fairly soon. 

If I could have the attention of the 
Senator from Utah for just a moment, 
I suspect what we would probably do at 
that time, when it is prepared, is to 
move to set aside other things so we 
could do that and go forward with it. 

I mention this because several Sen-
ators had asked about where it was—it 
is a complex thing—to help make sure 
we get the drafting all right. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think 
we are just about done with the draft-
ing of it. I know staff on both the mi-
nority and the majority side are fin-
ishing that up as we speak, so I agree 
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with the Senator. When we get that fi-
nally done, we will interrupt every-
thing and set matters aside so we can 
pass the managers’ amendment. 

I notice the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey is prepared to offer 
his amendment again. Could I ask the 
other side, how many further gun 
amendments are we going to have? I 
would at least like to know. 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator asks a le-
gitimate question. That is why I asked 
about the managers’ package. Some 
are holding to see where the managers’ 
package goes, and it will probably de-
pend upon what happens with the 
amendment of the distinguished senior 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Let me try to get a more specific an-
swer. That does not answer the ques-
tion of the Senator from Utah. As this 
debate starts—we are running some 
traplines now—I will try to get that 
answer for the Senator as quickly as I 
can. 

Mr. HATCH. The reason I bring that 
up is we have had enough time on gun 
amendments, it seems to me. There has 
been a lot of getting together, and I 
have helped to lead that. I think it is 
about time we get on to the rest of this 
bill, which is much more important 
than the gun aspect of this bill. There 
is a huge number of things we do in 
this bill to try to stop juvenile crime in 
this country, and especially violent ju-
venile crime. This bill will help to al-
leviate that. So I want to finish the 
bill, and I think we ought to do the 
very best we can to do that. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator will yield, 
I would note that we had a list of over 
90 amendments entered under a con-
sent agreement last Friday. We have 
pared that back to about a dozen or 
less. So we are making significant 
progress. I think what we want to do is 
make sure as amendments are coming 
up, the few that are left, Senators are 
not blocked by objection, as the Sen-
ator from California, Mrs. BOXER, was 
yesterday, or Senator LAUTENBERG last 
Friday. 

Now we can move on. We have gone 
from 90 down to about a dozen. The 
managers’ package is making a lot of 
that possible. Again, I commend the 
Senator from Utah for his work on 
this, and we should continue. 

But while the Senator from New Jer-
sey is debating his amendment, I will 
try to get a clearer answer for the Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, let me 
say one other thing. This is an amend-
ment that has already been debated, 
and it was defeated. So it is coming 
back again substantially in the same 
form. 

Now, I was told yesterday that the 
minority believes they have narrowed 
their amendments down to about eight. 
As I understood it, they figured they 
would have three more gun amend-
ments, including this, and possibly a 
fourth. 

All we want to know is how many are 
we going to have and what are they so 

we are sure of what is going to come 
up. But in all honesty, I do not want to 
just keep debating the same subject 
over and over when we have made real 
honest and decent efforts to try to re-
solve these problems. 

Be that as it may, I would like to 
know, as soon as I can, just exactly 
how many more gun amendments we 
are going to have to put up with or are 
we going to do the rest of the bill. Are 
we going to get something seriously 
done about juvenile crime or are we 
going to make political points in the 
Chamber, to the extent Senators think 
they are making them? 

That is what I am concerned about. I 
would like to pass this bill which will 
make a real difference on account-
ability, making kids who commit vio-
lent acts responsible for their actions. 
For the first time, we actually have 
prevention moneys, more than ac-
countability moneys. We are doing 
something about the cultural problems 
in this society—not something, a whole 
lot about the cultural problems—that 
really will work if we can just get this 
bill passed. Of course, we are going to 
get tougher on violent juveniles in the 
sentencing phase and a number of 
other ways from a law enforcement 
standpoint. 

We have spent most of our time in 
the last 6 days—now 7 days—on gun 
amendments. We have made a real ef-
fort to try to accommodate people on 
the other side—and some on our own 
side—to resolve these matters. I think 
we have largely resolved them. Be that 
as it may, we will go on from here. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, again, I 
ask consent not to have my time come 
from anybody else. 

We are making progress. As I said, we 
had 90 possible amendments entered as 
a consent agreement last Friday. We 
pared that back to a dozen or less. The 
distinguished Senator from Utah said 
over the weekend that it appeared they 
would need about seven from their side. 
They offered four. That leaves about 
three more. 

I point out that sometimes this de-
bate is wise. When the Craig amend-
ment first came up, the Senator from 
New Jersey, the Senator from New 
York, Mr. SCHUMER, and I came on the 
floor and said there were some very se-
rious problems with it, that part of the 
drafting was left out, that it did things 
different from what the Senator from 
Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, had said it did. We 
were told by the Senator from Idaho 
that we were flatout wrong, that there 
was no such thing. It was a good 
amendment. It was adopted, then, on 
virtually a party line vote. 

The next day, as soon as the press 
had analyzed it, they found exactly 
what the Senator from New York and I 
had said was accurate, that what the 
Senator from Idaho said was not accu-
rate. There was a great flapdoodle over 
it—that is from the early unpublished 
Jefferson’s ‘‘Manual on Parliamentary 
Procedure,’’ I tell Mr. Dove, the Parlia-
mentarian. 

It comes back again now, redrafted. 
And then, after that, it was pointed out 
that there were other errors, and we 
were told again we were wrong. A third 
part of the draft is coming back. 
Frankly, Mr. President, sometimes the 
debate takes a little bit longer if 
amendments do not do what the spon-
sors say they do. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Jersey is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 362 
(Purpose: To regulate the sale of firearms at 

gun shows) 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 

Chair, and I thank my colleague from 
Vermont. 

I particularly pay a note of respect to 
our colleague from Utah, the chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee and the 
manager on the Republican side, for 
this juvenile justice bill. I know how 
anxious he is to effect a compromise 
that permits us to move ahead with 
legislation which is constructive. I 
have never known him to obstruct for 
the sake of obstruction. I appreciate 
his interest in moving this bill, as we 
all would like to do. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside the pending amend-
ments and send a compromise gun 
show amendment to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. HATCH. Reserving the right to 
object, I did not hear. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will the Senator restate his 
unanimous consent request. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Surely. I first 
paid extensive compliments to the Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEAHY. There was no objection 
to that part. 

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to hear that. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Did I hear an ob-

jection from the Senator from 
Vermont? 

Mr. HATCH. Could I understand what 
the unanimous consent request is? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
what I want to do is to see if we can 
present a compromise position that 
takes care of some of the problems 
which still exist after we passed the 
Craig-Hatch amendment, which differs 
from my original language to an extent 
that I think makes it more palatable 
to our friends on the other side. I 
would be happy to discuss those as I go 
through my presentation on the 
amendment. It is obvious that we want 
to do what we can. 

While the Senator from Utah was oc-
cupied, I did say that I have never 
known him to obstruct for the purpose 
of obstruction but, rather, to effect 
change. I think it is fair to say there is 
a significant amount of interest on the 
Republican side in the changes we have 
made to try to limit the definition of 
gun shows, to try to make certain we 
have not increased the bureaucratic or 
the regulatory requirements such that 
substantially more paperwork is in-
volved. We are not attempting to keep 
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files open on people for whom there is 
no discredited information, changes of 
that nature. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senator 
from Utah and other Members of the 
Senate will look at what we have and 
give us a chance to have a review of it. 

Mr. HATCH. Could I ask—— 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Chair notes that under the 
previous order, the Senator has the 
right to send his amendment to the 
desk, and the Chair does not interpret 
the unanimous consent request to be 
anything other than that. Does that 
clarify the situation? 

Mr. HATCH. His amendment will go 
in order after the amendments that 
were—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct. The Chair does 
not interpret the unanimous consent 
request to change the order of the pres-
entation of the amendments. It does in-
terpret the request simply to be to 
present the Senator’s amendment at 
this time. 

Mr. HATCH. The reason I was con-
cerned is that we set these in order by 
unanimous consent. I had to go to 
great lengths to get that done. That is 
fine with me, if that is the under-
standing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG], for himself and Mr. KERREY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 362. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The text of the amendment (No. 362) 
is printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Amendments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank, again, 
the Senators from Utah and Vermont. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator from 
New Jersey yield? Could we have a 
copy of the amendment. It is certainly 
nice to know what is going on. That is 
what I am concerned about. If we are 
going to have amendments, I at least 
want to know what they are, because I 
have gone to great lengths to try to 
bring both sides together. I don’t want 
to be blind-sided by amendments at the 
last minute here. I would like to at 
least know what is in this amendment. 
I think I have a pretty good idea, but I 
would like to know. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator from Utah, 
there is no intent to offer anything 
that hasn’t been discussed or anything 
that is a radical change that further 
limits the activities of legitimate 
transactions at a gun show. 

This amendment which I send up now 
has been joined in its origination by 
Senator BOB KERREY from Nebraska. 
He has signed on as a cosponsor. His 
input has been truly valuable in 
crafting a workable proposal. He comes 

from a largely rural State where guns 
are a significant part of the State’s 
culture. I really appreciate his strong 
support of my amendment. 

This amendment is offered in a bipar-
tisan fashion to finally close the gun 
show loophole. I think it is time for us 
to come to an agreement on the gun 
show debate. It is very much in the 
minds of the public. There was a poll 
just done, an ABC-Washington Post 
poll, which said, in response to the 
question, Would you support or oppose 
a law requiring background checks on 
people buying guns at gun shows? the 
support level was 89 percent. So it does 
not leave a lot of room for doubt. 

Last week the Senate did cast two 
votes on different gun show proposals. 
My amendment was defeated by a slim 
majority of 51 votes. Obviously, we had 
Republican support. There were several 
absences, primarily from the Demo-
cratic side, people were called away, 
some for emergencies and illness. And 
after our amendment was defeated, a 
couple of days later, the Hatch-Craig 
amendment was offered, and it passed 
by only one vote, with five Senators 
not voting; there were a total of 95 
votes cast. The result was 48–47. So we 
are obviously in the same ballpark 
when it comes to thinking about what 
ought to happen. People are very wary 
and upset by the fact that guns can be 
purchased without any identification 
of the buyer. I call it ‘‘buyers anony-
mous.’’ The public is in obvious dis-
tress about the way things have been 
done in the past. 

We are not going to interrupt the 
process whereby people who are not fel-
ons and are of sound mind can buy a 
gun. We are not looking to interrupt 
the process of the interested purchaser 
in buying a gun. But we know that, 
just as with other transactions—vehi-
cles, for instance—there is a recogni-
tion of who is buying a vehicle. The 
same thing ought to be true when we 
talk about guns. 

So that is what brings us to the posi-
tion we are in. I asked several Senators 
who were leaning to my position to 
make any suggestions as to how we 
could improve the amendment that I 
originally offered. This new version 
that we have sent to the desk reflects 
the suggestions of both Republicans 
and Democrats. First, the definition of 
‘‘gun show’’ is modified. I have actu-
ally taken language from the Hatch- 
Craig amendment and included it. I 
point that out because I want to try to 
effect a consensus, and that is why we 
have included this language from the 
Hatch-Craig amendment in this revised 
version. 

Now, my new language clarifies that 
we are only talking about events where 
firearms are exhibited and offered for 
sale. We are not talking about trans-
actions between individuals or neigh-
bors. 

The second change that we have 
made would clarify what qualifies as a 
firearm sale or transaction. When 
drafting my original amendment, in 

order to prevent people from circum-
venting the background check by com-
pleting a sale outside the gun show 
that actually began in the show, but is 
completed, for instance, in the parking 
lot, we wanted to close that loophole. 
So while the original amendment de-
fined ‘‘firearms transaction’’ fairly 
broadly to cover any transaction that 
started in a gun show but was com-
pleted outside, we wanted to define 
that a little more openly so some dis-
agreement that occurred would perhaps 
have a chance to note the changes that 
were made and would encourage them 
to join in with us and pass this legisla-
tion. Some of my colleagues have sug-
gested the original language was too 
broad, so I have narrowed it to ensure 
that legitimate gun sellers are not sub-
ject to penalties. 

Additionally, during the course of 
the debate, some of my opponents have 
suggested that my amendment would 
lead to a national registry of gun own-
ers. My amendment had nothing re-
motely resembling a national registry. 
It simply required gun sales to go 
through an existing national instant 
criminal background check system. 

The problem is that some who oppose 
any kind of gun owner identification as 
a new purchaser have always opposed 
the criminal background check system. 
They argue that it is the first step to-
ward a national registry of firearm 
owners. They raise the specter of a na-
tional registry because they want to 
scare people away from reasonable, 
commonsense gun proposals. 

Well, we are going to make certain 
that doesn’t happen, because I believe 
there is no basis for that argument. I 
have made a modification to try to 
deal with that issue once and for all. 

My amendment would change the 
Brady law to prevent the Federal Gov-
ernment from keeping any records on 
qualified purchasers—in other words, 
law-abiding citizens who are allowed to 
buy a gun—for more than 90 days. After 
90 days, they have to scrap it if it has 
no value. The person is not discredited 
in any way, has no criminal record, has 
no problem with violence, has not been 
noted for violent behavior, has not had 
any serious mental disorder, and we 
are satisfied to have those records ex-
punged after 90 days because there is 
no value to them, for one thing, and, 
secondly, it seems to suggest that what 
we want to have is, again, a registry on 
everybody. That is not the case. 

Mr. President, law-abiding citizens 
don’t have anything to worry about. 
After 90 days, they can be absolutely 
sure that there will be no Government 
record of their gun transactions what-
soever. 

Finally, Senator KERREY, Senator 
SCHUMER, Senator BOXER, Senator KEN-
NEDY, and I worked to streamline the 
requirements for gun show promoters. 
My revised amendment eliminates all 
unnecessary paperwork and bureau-
cratic redtape that was purportedly 
contained in the original Lautenberg 
amendment. The reason I say ‘‘purport-
edly,’’ is because that is the way some 
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of our colleagues on the other side in-
terpret it. Well, I want to make sure 
that the record is clear and, thus, we 
were truly circumspect in the way we 
asked for this data to be presented and 
for this amendment to be offered. 

I thank colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle who have helped me work on 
these issues. This is a compromise from 
my original position, but my mission is 
to accomplish the goal, and the goal 
very simply is to satisfy the American 
people. It is not just curiosity; it is 
fear; it is concern; it is their belief that 
anybody who buys a gun ought not to 
be anonymous in that purchase, espe-
cially when we know that so many of 
those transactions have occurred at 
gun shows. So that is the purpose of 
this change. We need this amendment 
to close the gun show loopholes once 
and for all. 

Now, although the Hatch-Craig 
amendment may have generated a 
well-intentioned effort to address the 
gun show loophole, it did create addi-
tional problems. If we leave the lan-
guage in this bill as it presently is with 
the Hatch-Craig amendment, our gun 
laws are actually going to be weaker. I 
know that is not the intention of the 
authors, nor is it the desire of the 
American people. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
for a brief question? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my friend, 
thank you very much for giving the 
Senate a chance to undo the damage 
that it did by not voting for the Lau-
tenberg amendment in the first place 
and then adopting some amendments 
that have problems. I thank Senator 
KERREY, in particular, for joining with 
the Senator from New Jersey. I think 
this combination is a very good one. It 
is a Senator from the East and a Sen-
ator from Nebraska working together. 
I think it should pull us all together 
and put this amendment over the top. 

I wanted to ask my friend if he saw 
the op-ed piece in the Los Angeles 
Times today written by Janet Reno? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I did see it. I was 
pleased to see it, as a matter of fact. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wanted to say to my 
friend, quoting very briefly—then I will 
put this in the RECORD, and I will yield 
back—that Janet Reno, our law en-
forcement officer, says, ‘‘The Senate 
proposal doesn’t do enough to keep 
firearms out of the wrong hands.’’ She 
said that the ‘‘U.S. Senate has . . . the 
opportunity to make our streets and 
communities safer by closing the loop-
hole that lets felons, fugitives and 
other prohibited people buy deadly 
weapons at gun shows.’’ She laments 
the action that the Senate took. She 
points out that even though some on 
the other side said this amendment 
would close the gun show loophole, 
they do not, and she basically then 
says that the bill of Senator LAUTEN-
BERG and Senator KERREY does the job, 
and it follows the recommendations of 
the Attorney General. She says there is 

still time for the Senate to revisit this 
important issue and adopt legislation 
that closes the gun show loophole once 
and for all. 

I guess my final question to my 
friend is this: It is unusual to see a 
Senator get up and offer once again an 
amendment that essentially he offered 
before. Does my friend have hope that 
we will get enough votes on the other 
side to have a better outcome and to 
plug this loophole? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have a strong 
feeling that we can pass this. It would 
take many minds to change to make 
that happen. My colleagues on the Re-
publican side—I want to say I have had 
lots of private conversations with 
them—also want to see the loophole 
closed. While the Hatch-Craig amend-
ment passed, it was the intent of those 
who supported it, and I am sure it 
closed the loophole. However, it is 
technically still open to loopholes 
through which lots of problems could 
emerge. 

As a consequence, I am hopeful that 
we will get strong support on this 
amendment. The American public 
strongly support it—89 percent, I point 
out. That is an enormous number. 

What I am hoping is that finally the 
voices of the parents, those who are 
concerned who have seen violence in 
their schools, who have seen violence 
in their streets, are heard. If we can, 
without harm to those who want to ob-
serve a legitimate request, continue to 
do that, I am hopeful that we are going 
to be able to alert some of those who 
oppose it to the fact that we have 
taken great pains to satisfy their needs 
in the revised Lautenberg-Kerrey 
amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan amendment. Let’s close the 
gun show loophole once and for all. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SESSIONS addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

thank Senator LAUTENBERG for his 
work on this. He is committed to it 
very strongly. We just have different 
views on a number of issues about 
guns. I wish it weren’t so. But we do 
have some differences. 

With regard to the gun shows, I think 
a lot of progress has been made since 
the Lautenberg bill has made some 
movement toward a more centrist posi-
tion, but I believe—and I know Senator 
HATCH shares the belief deeply—that it 
still does not go far enough in being a 
reasonable restriction on the historic 
event of gun shows in America. They 
continue around the country. These are 
honest and law-abiding citizens, over-
whelmingly, who attend. People collect 
antique weapons and so forth. We sim-
ply can’t have these long delays before 
you can close a transaction, because 
the show will be gone by then. This 
does not have qualified immunity. It 
gives the ATF the ability to in effect 
impose a new tax. 

There are some things that we just 
are not able to accept. 

Mr. KERREY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SESSIONS. I sure would be 

happy to yield. 
Mr. KERREY. The Senator says this 

would give the ATF the ability to levy 
a new tax. But under the modified pro-
posal that we have, all we are doing is 
saying that a gun show operator—sev-
eral thousand of them a year—will sim-
ply have to pay the same relatively 
small fee that all licensed gun dealers 
do. Will the Senator agree that this is 
no different from what any licensed 
gun dealer has to pay, that basically 
what we are trying to do with this 
amendment is to say that if you have a 
gun show where it is possible that guns 
will be sold, you need to be licensed 
like everybody else and you need to 
pay a relatively small fee? 

I ask the Senator that question. 
Second, would the Senator agree that 

we have substantially reduced the 
amount of regulations that gun show 
operators would have to comply with 
in this amendment, that we struck, I 
think, three or four of the most dif-
ficult regulations, leaving only the re-
quirement to register like all licensed 
dealers have to do and pay this small 
fee? They have to prove the identity of 
vendors when they check in at a gun 
show. That is just to verify the vendor 
is who they claim to be. And they have 
to post a sign indicating NISC back-
ground checks will be required. 

Will the Senator agree that basically, 
first, there is a substantially reduced 
amount of regulations that we have in 
the first amendment, and, second, that 
all this tax the Senator has referenced, 
which is a fee, is the same thing that 
other licensed gun dealers would have 
to pay? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would certainly 
agree that the amendment as proposed 
has listened to some of the concerns 
that made it unacceptable to begin 
with, and it moved in a more moderate 
position. But I would still suggest that 
this amendment is unacceptable for a 
number of different reasons. One of 
them is an additional tax and fee that 
can be imposed by the ATF on a trans-
action that previously was not taxed. 
It does not provide the kind of quali-
fied immunity that would induce peo-
ple to do the background checks and 
could, in fact, cause more black mar-
ket sales of guns. 

The bill as written, the Hatch-Craig 
amendment, would be mandatorily 
stronger than it was originally. And of 
course there were some typographical 
errors in that first Hatch-Craig amend-
ment, unfortunately, that I know Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG enjoyed railing about 
for a long time. But that was admitted 
and has been corrected. 

I believe the managers of the Hatch- 
Craig amendment answered the ques-
tions that Attorney General Reno 
raised in her comments that were made 
before some of these changes were 
made. 

But let me say this. I have been a 
prosecutor for 17 years, 15 as a Federal 
prosecutor, and I prosecuted gun cases 
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aggressively; it was a high priority. 
Under this Project Triggerlock pro-
posal, I sent out a newsletter on guns 
called ‘‘Triggerlock News,’’ to the local 
sheriffs and chiefs of police explaining 
to them what the Federal laws were. 

Federal laws against guns are very 
strong. If you carry a gun during a 
drug offense or a burglary, it is 5 years 
without parole consecutive to any pun-
ishment you get on the underlying of-
fense. In Federal court you have the 
Speedy Trial Act. People have to be 
tried promptly. In Federal court when 
you have a speedy trial and the indi-
vidual is already out on bail or parole, 
the judge usually will deny them bail. 
So you could have a case where often-
times these violent criminals are de-
nied bail, then they are tried within 60 
days, and removed from the commu-
nity for 5 years and more. That was a 
high priority with me. 

This administration under Attorney 
General Reno has allowed those pros-
ecutions. I was a U.S. attorney ap-
pointed by President Bush. And Presi-
dent Clinton has now appointed all 93 
U.S. attorneys around the country. His 
U.S. attorneys have allowed gun pros-
ecutions to decline 40 percent, from 
7,000 to 3,800. And, more than that, 
they have gone forward with this idea 
that the way to fight violent crime and 
keep people from using guns illegally is 
to pass more laws. But they are not en-
forcing the laws they pass. 

For example, there were 6,000 inci-
dents of firearms carried on school 
grounds last year, according to the 
President. And within the last several 
years this Congress, at the request of 
the President, passed a law to make it 
a Federal crime to carry a firearm on 
school grounds. Yet out of 6,000 inci-
dents, fewer than 10 cases were pros-
ecuted each of those 2 years. It is a 
Federal crime in America to deliver a 
firearm to a teenager under most cir-
cumstances. 

That Federal crime, that Federal 
law, was passed several years ago at 
the request of the President. Yet his 
Department of Justice, Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno, prosecuted less than 
10 of those in each of the last 2 years. 
The assault weapons ban that was 
raised had less than 10 prosecutions. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. When I finish I will 
be glad to yield. This is a very impor-
tant question to me. We are trying to 
improve gun laws, and I am prepared to 
strengthen substantially the situation 
involving gun shows. I know Chairman 
HATCH is. I am filling in for him at this 
moment. 

Is this just show? Is this all for de-
bate, for TV and media and politics? It 
seems to me that it is since after we 
pass the law, no one ever gets pros-
ecuted for it. Only ten cases out of 6,000 
in America last year were prosecuted. 
What does that say about what we are 
going through here? 

This bill has a number of changes in 
gun law. If a young person, a teenager, 

is convicted as a juvenile for a crime of 
violence, he or she will not be able to 
possess a firearm later when they be-
come an adult. Under current law that 
is not so. If a teenager commits a vio-
lent crime at age 17, he is treated as a 
youthful offender or juvenile in juve-
nile court, and when he becomes an 
adult he can still possess a firearm. 
But an adult, if convicted at age 18 of 
a felony, cannot possess a gun. 

We closed that loophole to make sure 
that we are focusing on people who 
have a proven record of dangerous use 
of guns, rather than focusing over and 
over again on innocent people who use 
firearms. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes. 
Mr. SCHUMER. There is one dif-

ference we have. Yes, prosecute those 
who violate the law, no question. But 
very simply, that doesn’t say you 
shouldn’t prevent young people from 
getting guns before they violate the 
law. The two people at Littleton, 
Klebold and Harris, had not violated 
the law before—or were not detected. 

It is of little consolation, it seems to 
me, to their parents and their families 
and the whole community that had 
they not killed themselves they would 
have been prosecuted. They should be 
prosecuted. I am for laws as tough as 
my friend from Alabama is, but why 
shouldn’t we both do things to prevent 
young people and criminals from get-
ting guns before they commit crimes, 
as well as prosecute them after they 
commit crimes? The two are not con-
tradictory. 

I always hear ‘‘let’s do more prosecu-
tion’’ as a substitute for also pre-
venting criminals and young people 
from getting guns in the first place so 
we won’t have to prosecute them. 

I ask my friend from Alabama, why 
is one in place of the other, as opposed 
to doing both alongside one another? 

Mr. SESSIONS. We are not against 
laws that rationally and effectively 
prevent people from having weapons 
they shouldn’t possess. We added in 
this bill a prohibition on what I think 
was a loophole on assault weapons, 
dealing with teenagers. Other viola-
tions of that kind are in that bill, and 
that bill can provide more restrictions. 

To me, it is a bizarre event that we 
are talking about a 3,000-prosecution 
decline and about passing this arcane 
law dealing with gun shows which may 
have some positive effect in reducing 
illegal gun sales. 

So we are working with Members on 
that. We have probably five or more 
gun restriction provisions in this legis-
lation. That is not going to solve the 
fundamental problem if we are not 
going to have those laws in force nor if 
we don’t have a commitment from the 
Attorney General to do that. 

We heard from her own U.S. attorney 
in Richmond. They have adopted a pro-
gram very similar to Project 
Triggerlock under President Bush. She 
called it Project Triggerlock with 

Steroids. They were aggressively pros-
ecuting individuals who utilized guns 
illegally, and the President’s own U.S. 
attorney attributed their aggressive 
prosecution of current gun laws for a 
40-percent reduction in murder and a 
21-percent reduction in violent crime. 

I thought that was a stunning sta-
tistic. The President indicated he 
wanted to see that done nationwide in 
a radio address. Two days before, we 
had a hearing on it. He had a radio ad-
dress on this very subject, in effect, 
dealing with the massive decline in 
prosecutions that have occurred under 
his administration, and said he was di-
recting his U.S. attorneys in the De-
partment of Justice and the Depart-
ment of Treasury, of which ATF is a 
part, to increase their prosecutions. 

Yet when we had Attorney General 
Reno testify just this month before the 
Judiciary Committee, she said we are 
not making any big commitment on 
that. She has a study going on and it 
has to be done individually and we are 
just not going to do what they did in 
Richmond. 

The clear impression was that not 
only was she not in accord with what I 
believe the law of the United States re-
quires, but that she wasn’t even really 
in accord with the wishes of the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I notice that the co-
sponsor of the amendment is on the 
floor. I wonder if he might be able to 
speak since he is the principal cospon-
sor. Traditionally, we have let prin-
cipal sponsors be allowed to speak. The 
Senator is always courteous in all 
these occasions. Would the Senator be 
willing to let him proceed? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I am sorry that I 
took so much time. I defer to Senator 
KERRY. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. KERREY. The Senator didn’t 

take too much time at all. It is within 
your right to do it. I do have a markup 
with the Finance Committee and I ap-
preciate very much the Senator yield-
ing to me so I can make a couple of 
points about this amendment. 

First of all, I do believe in the second 
amendment. I believe in the right to 
bear arms. I think it has meaning. In 
the past, I measured whether or not I 
will vote for changes in the law that 
restrict a citizen’s right to own a gun 
that reduces their right by imposing 
waiting periods or increased licensing 
requirements by a simple test: Will 
this reduce the number of people who 
are having their rights violated by ei-
ther being shot at, shot, or killed as a 
consequence of people who acquire 
guns illegally, using those guns to 
commit a crime? 

I voted for Brady. I voted for the so- 
called assault rifle ban, though it 
didn’t really ban rifles; it banned some 
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features. I feel confident when I vote 
for something that I think works. 

What we have here, and I think both 
sides are agreeing, is a significant loop-
hole in the law. There are thousands of 
gun shows every year where not only 
can law-abiding citizens go, but as a 
consequence of not having to be li-
censed—if you go to a Guns Unlimited 
in Omaha, NE, you have to get not just 
background checks but you have to get 
permits from the city of Omaha and 
the county sheriff. It takes a while be-
fore you buy a gun. 

If you set up a gun show in Douglas 
County, no licensing requirements are 
necessary. You can buy any gun if you 
are a felon or mentally unstable, no 
background checks are required at all. 

Both sides are saying we recognize 
that loophole needs to be closed. I 
noted last week, indeed, when the 
amendment was offered as a motion by 
Senator HATCH and Senator CRAIG, the 
headline of the Omaha World Herald 
said ‘‘Republicans Close Gun Show 
Loophole.’’ 

What I am trying to say with this 
amendment is two things. One, some 
objections raised against the previous 
amendment talked about excessive 
amounts of regulation. I found that to 
be a credible argument. Senator LAU-
TENBERG was good enough to make sig-
nificant changes in it, so all that is left 
now is for a gun show operator to do 
the same thing that a licensed dealer 
has to do, which is to register with 
ATF; they pay a small fee just as any 
licensed operator has to do; the vendor 
has to show proof of identification— 
that is, the person who is selling—that 
verifies the vendor is who they claim 
to be. And then basically a sign has to 
be posted notifying people, who are ei-
ther vendors or there buying, that 
NICS background checks are going to 
be done. 

That is all that is required. It is a 
fairly simple imposition of regulations 
that are the same for anybody who 
goes to a licensed gun dealer. In addi-
tion, you have to comply with what-
ever the local law is, the State law, or 
Federal law. That is all we are at-
tempting to do. 

I urge Senators who are considering 
whether or not to vote for this amend-
ment to look at the language of the 
law as it is currently proposed in the 
Juvenile Justice Act, as modified, be-
cause the loophole is still there. Per-
haps the distinguished Senator from 
Utah can address this, or somebody 
else who is a proponent of this. It says 
that special licenses can be granted to 
people who are running gun shows. It 
does not say that all gun show dealers 
have to register, as all licensed gun 
dealers do. It says some gun show oper-
ators can be granted special licenses 
and then they will not have to do back-
ground checks, they will not have to 
determine whether or not a person who 
is walking in to buy a handgun is a 
felon, whether or not they are men-
tally unbalanced, whether or not they 
have previous crimes they have com-

mitted. None of this is going to be re-
quired if this gun show operator can 
get a special license. 

You say maybe there are some spe-
cial cases where a special license is re-
quired. I urge Members to look at the 
language. The language says a special 
license can be granted to a person who 
is engaged in the business of dealing in 
firearms by, No. 1, buying or selling 
firearms solely or primarily at gun 
shows. 

That is going to exempt everybody. 
Anybody who is out there who says I do 
not have a gun shop, I am not a li-
censed gun dealer, all I am doing is op-
erating at gun shows, is going to be 
able to apply for a special license and 
be exempted. 

You tell me how that is going to re-
duce the opportunity for a felon— 
again, somebody who has committed 
crimes in the past with guns—to go to 
an operator who is engaged in a busi-
ness primarily operating at gun shows 
and not be able to buy a dangerous 
weapon. The answer is, they will still 
be able to buy. So if anybody believes 
we have closed this loophole as a con-
sequence of the Juvenile Justice Act as 
it is currently amended, I urge you to 
look at the language. Anyone who is 
buying or selling firearms solely or pri-
marily at gun shows can be given a spe-
cial license and then will not have to 
do background checks. 

Second, for anybody who is buying or 
selling firearms as part of a gunsmith 
or firearm repair business or conduct of 
other activity, as in this subsection, 
that seems not necessarily unreason-
able. You can, I suppose, craft this 
thing so special exemptions can be 
granted. But we do not grant special 
exemptions for somebody who is out 
there as a licensed gun dealer; they 
merely have to pay a small fee with the 
ATF and agree to do background 
checks. 

If you talk to the licensed gun deal-
ers today—many of whom opposed 
those background checks to begin 
with—they say they now basically are 
comfortable with it; it is operating rel-
atively well, and it gives them in-
creased comfort when they sell a hand-
gun, knowing they are selling it to 
somebody who is not a felon; either the 
local sheriff or local police department 
signed off on it and said that person 
who has made that purchase is some-
body who is a law-abiding citizen, who 
is not a felon, who does not have any-
thing in his background that would in-
dicate the rest of the public is going to 
be at risk as a consequence of him own-
ing a handgun. 

This amendment corrects precisely 
what many people objected to in origi-
nal language, and that is, it reduces 
the amount of regulation. But it clear-
ly says if you operate a gun show and 
you are selling guns, you are going to 
have to do what every licensed dealer 
has to do. You pay a fee to the ATF 
and you make certain you do back-
ground checks on anybody who is buy-
ing. That closes the loophole. 

But current language as described 
here in law does not do that. Current 
language will still allow somebody who 
is primarily involved or solely involved 
in operating gun shows—it will allow 
them to say we do not have to get a li-
cense, we do not have to notify ATF, 
we don’t have to do background 
checks, we can just set up shop. 

You could even have a vendor at a 
gun show, under the proposal as this 
Juvenile Justice Act has been changed, 
a vendor who is also illegal—no back-
ground checks, no analysis required of 
the vendor as well. 

There are other problems that can be 
identified. I am troubled as well by the 
pawnshop exemption in the Juvenile 
Justice Act as originally proposed, as 
is proposed today as well, because I 
think that also unnecessarily puts the 
public at risk. That is what we are 
talking about here. 

All of us understand the Bill of 
Rights provides us with freedom but 
also understand there are limits. I do 
not have unlimited first amendment 
rights. If I libel or slander people, they 
can bring a case against me. I do not 
have an unlimited second amendment 
right. My second amendment right 
ends when I am a threat to somebody 
else. 

This is not about restricting law- 
abiding citizens; it is about trying to 
write the law so people who are inten-
tionally committed to violate the law 
have a more difficult time acquiring a 
weapon that will enable them to do 
grave bodily harm to, if not to kill, an-
other member of our society. So I hope 
those who would genuinely want to 
close this loophole, who are looking for 
a way to basically level the playing 
field for somebody who is out there 
selling guns through gun shows and li-
censed gun dealers in the local commu-
nity, want to have the same rules ap-
plying to both. 

I hope my colleagues will consider 
what we will be doing if the Juvenile 
Justice Act, as modified, is enacted, 
and what we will be doing if the 
amendment offered by my friend from 
New Jersey, Senator LAUTENBERG, and 
I is accepted. I hope this will be accept-
ed. We have significant numbers of 
Americans who are saying we do want 
to reduce this loophole, this risk that 
we see to our lives—not just our lives 
but our children’s lives as well. 

I think it is an altogether reasonable 
amendment. I was surprised initially 
there was much controversy over it. I 
regret there is controversy over it. I 
hope this amendment will be seen by 
those who support the right to bear 
arms as a reasonable way to make cer-
tain that all Americans, gun owners 
and non-gun-owners alike, not only 
have a right to own a gun but have a 
right to the safety and security that 
all of us want to have in our homes and 
in our neighborhoods. 

The Senator from Alabama is gone. I 
will, in his absence, thank the Senator 
from Utah for allowing me to speak so 
I can get back to the finance meeting. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. I am going to yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts. I just want to thank the Sen-
ator for getting here and making the 
speech. I am glad we could accommo-
date him. I am going to accommodate 
the Senator from Massachusetts now, 
and then hopefully I will have some-
thing to say about this when he has 
finished. 

I ask though, in the meantime, of the 
distinguished Senator from New Jer-
sey, is there a possibility of us agreeing 
to a time agreement on this since the 
main proponents on this have spoken 
to it? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator from Utah, we 
have several colleagues who want to 
speak. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator just 
consider that, and then maybe, while 
the Senator from Massachusetts makes 
his remarks, chat with me and we will 
see if we can come to agreement? 

Mr. SCHUMER. If the Senator will 
yield, I have been waiting patiently. I 
certainly want to speak on this. I prob-
ably will speak for no more than 5 or 6 
minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. I think everybody is try-
ing to get this bill over with at this 
point. At least I hope so. 

Mrs. BOXER. If the Senator will 
yield, I only need 2 minutes to make 
my remarks. 

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to defer re-
marks of mine until the distinguished 
Senators from Massachusetts and New 
York and California speak. 

Mr. LEAHY. We know the three who 
are going to speak. During the time 
they are speaking, I will run the traps 
on our side and try to get as concise 
and accurate a time agreement as we 
can. 

Mr. HATCH. I would like to have 
time agreements on the other amend-
ments, if we can. Will the Senator from 
Massachusetts give us some indication 
of how long he may speak? I will have 
to be gone from the floor to the Fi-
nance Committee for a vote and I 
would like to know, if I may, how long 
the Senator will speak. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Probably less than 15 
minutes. 

I would like to just be able to pro-
ceed. 

Mr. HATCH. I understand the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, 10 or 15 min-
utes for sure, and then the Senator 
from New York at least 5 minutes, and 
then the Senator from California. 

Mr. KERREY. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. HATCH. I just want to have some 
idea. I would also like to have the floor 
protected, and I know my colleague 
from Vermont will, while I go to vote 
on this Finance Committee bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. There will be no con-

sents entered while the Senator is 
gone. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, during 
the debate and discussion here on the 
floor of the Senate in regard to the 
prosecution of Federal crimes, and also 
during the period of the Judiciary 
Committee, I think we ought to really 
set the record straight. The record was 
set straight in the Judiciary Com-
mittee by the Attorney General, but it 
has been misrepresented here on the 
floor of the Senate by those who ask 
why are we considering this amend-
ment when we are not really pros-
ecuting all the gun laws on the books 
with regard to this and somehow sug-
gesting that those of us who are con-
cerned about the easy access of weap-
onry to children and criminal elements 
in our society really should pay more 
attention to the prosecutions and 
doing something to make it more dif-
ficult for children and for those who 
should not own the weapons to own 
them. 

The fact is, overall firearms prosecu-
tions are up. Although the number of 
Federal prosecutions for low-level of-
fenders—persons serving sentences of 3 
years or less—is down, the number of 
higher-level offenders—those serving 
sentences of 5 or more years—is up by 
nearly 30 percent in recent years. 

At the same time, the total number 
of Federal and State prosecutions is up 
sharply. About 25 percent more crimi-
nals are sent to prison for State and 
Federal weapons offenses than in 1992, 
20,000 to 25,000. 

As the Attorney General pointed out, 
those that ought to be handled at the 
local level are being handled by State 
prosecutors, and those that are more 
serious are being handled by Federal 
prosecutors. That record has been 
made in the Judiciary Committee. 
Maybe those who oppose this kind of 
common sense gun legislation get some 
kind of thrill out of misrepresenting 
the facts. The facts have been laid out 
by the Attorney General before the Ju-
diciary Committee and they are as I 
have stated them, and as represented 
by the Justice Department. 

By misrepresenting and saying total 
prosecutions by the Federal Govern-
ment are down, they are telling half 
the story. They are not saying what is 
happening in State and local prosecu-
tions. When you look at State prosecu-
tions, local prosecutions, and Federal 
prosecutions, they are up, and up sig-
nificantly. I think we ought to put that 
aside. 

We are making worthwhile progress 
in the Senate on these gun control 
issues. I join in paying tribute to my 
colleagues—Senator LAUTENBERG, Sen-
ator KERREY, Senator SCHUMER, Sen-
ator BOXER, Senator DURBIN, and oth-
ers on both sides of the aisle—who have 
been advancing sensible and respon-
sible and what I call common sense rec-
ommendations. That is what they are. 
They are common sense recommenda-
tions which, when put into effect, are 

going to reduce the opportunity for 
easy access to weapons which are too 
often used either accidentally or inten-
tionally, perhaps even in the increased 
incidents of suicide, or purposely by 
children or young people in this coun-
try. 

One of the most important measures, 
which is before us, is closing the gun 
show loophole and closing it not just 
part way but all the way. As was point-
ed out, last week the Senate failed 
twice to close that flagrant loophole, 
and the inadequate amendments adopt-
ed were riddled with so many loopholes 
of their own that the country was out-
raged by the Senate’s hypocrisy. 

Now, on the third try, we have a 
chance to do the job right and close the 
gun show loophole lock, stock, and bar-
rel. 

The gun show loophole is a hole 
below the waterline of our gun control 
laws. It makes a mockery of respon-
sible gun control. Yet, the initial at-
tempt by our Republican friends to 
close it was a travesty, as has been 
pointed out. 

It left the gun show loophole wide 
open. It created a pawnshop loophole. 
It reduced background checks from 3 
business days to 24 hours, including 
Sundays. It allowed the interstate sale 
of firearms, potentially undermining 
State laws across the country. It pre-
vented gun tracing. And it created a 
sweeping immunity for gun sellers. 

That action was the Senate at its ir-
responsible worst. It is time for us to 
stop buckling to the gun industry and 
do what is right. 

There is a real chance that the trag-
edy in Littleton would never have hap-
pened without the easy access to guns 
that the gun show loophole supplies. 

One incredible statistic summarizes 
the magnitude of the problem we face. 
In 1996, the most recent year for which 
information is available, handguns 
were used to murder 9,390 people in the 
United States. 

I might mention why it is difficult to 
get gun figures. We are using 1996 fig-
ures because the power of the NRA pro-
hibits the Centers for Disease Control 
from collecting that information. The 
only way they can get the information 
is to look at the death certificates, and 
that is enormously costly and takes an 
incredible amount of time. We are pro-
hibited—the country is prohibited— 
from actually having the most recent 
and accurate information about gun 
deaths. If it is not a problem, why does 
the National Rifle Association oppose 
us in having that kind of information? 
And they have opposed it. They pro-
hibit us from getting that information, 
so we use the 1996 figures—9,390 people 
in the United States. 

In countries with tough gun control 
laws, the firearm homicide rate is over 
97 percent lower—97 percent. The num-
ber of handgun murders in 1996 were 2 
in New Zealand, 15 in Japan, 30 in 
Great Britain, 106 in Canada, and 213 in 
Germany. The case for strong gun con-
trol is overwhelming. It saves lives. It 
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saves children. It saves whole commu-
nities. 

Another shocking statistic makes 
the same point. Each day across Amer-
ica, 13 more children die from gunshot 
wounds. That is the equivalent of one 
Littleton each day, every day some-
where in America. 

How can the Senate continue to play 
ostrich—head in the sand, ignoring this 
overwhelming need? How many more 
Littletons do we need? How many more 
wake-up calls will it take? When will 
we finally do what it takes to keep 
children safe and stop sleepwalking 
through crisis after crisis after crisis 
after crisis of gun violence? 

If the Senate cannot even close the 
gun show loophole, we may well be con-
demning communities across the coun-
try to a future Littleton tragedy of 
their own. 

It is wrong for the Senate to say that 
easy access to guns had nothing to do 
with what happened at Columbine High 
School. It is wrong for the Senate to 
whistle past the graveyard of Little-
ton. It is wrong for the Senate to pre-
tend to make minor adjustments in the 
gun laws when gaping loopholes, like 
the gun show loophole, needs to be 
closed. It is wrong for the Senate to 
give the National Rifle Association a 
veto over the reforms that cry out to 
be taken in the wake of that tragedy. 

Littleton shocked the conscience of 
the country, and it finally seems to 
have shocked the conscience of the 
Senate. It is clear that the Senate 
should return to the gun show loophole 
and try again to close it before more 
innocent lives are lost. And, like clos-
ing the gun show loophole, there are 
other urgent steps that need to be 
taken. 

Gun laws work. The facts speak for 
themselves. It is long past time for the 
Senate to act to say enough is enough. 

We know many examples of how 
tough gun laws, in combination with 
other preventive measures, are having 
a direct impact in reducing crime. In 
Massachusetts, we have some of the 
strongest gun laws in the country. 
There are tough restrictions on car-
rying concealed weapons. Local law en-
forcement has discretion in issuing the 
permits required by law, and an indi-
vidual must show a clear need. 

The minimum age for sale of hand-
guns across the board is 21. 

There are increased penalties for fel-
ons who possess firearms. 

Adults are liable if a child gets an 
improperly stored gun and uses it to 
kill or injure himself or someone else. 

Firearms must be stored with child 
safety locks. 

We have a gun-free schools law. 
We have enhanced standards for li-

censing of gun dealers. 
A permit is required for private sales. 
Saturday night specials are banned. 
Lost or stolen firearms must be re-

ported. 
These are common sense require-

ments that save lives and impose no 
problem whatsoever for legitimate 
hunters and sports persons. 

Look at what has happened in terms 
of firearm homicides in Boston. These 
figures are reflected across our Com-
monwealth. We have seen in 1993, 65; 62 
in 1994; 64 in 1995; and then 39, 24, 26, 4. 
So far this year, there has not been a 
single youth homicide in 128 schools. 
Tough law enforcement, tough gun 
control, tough preventive action. That 
is what we stand for. And the results 
are out there. 

When we compare States with strong 
gun laws to those that have weak gun 
laws, the differences are significant. 

In 1996, for Massachusetts, the num-
ber of gun deaths for persons 19 years 
old or younger was 2 per 100,000. 

In States that have the weakest gun 
laws, the numbers were significantly 
higher: 5.9 gun deaths per 100,000 in In-
diana; 9.2 gun deaths per 100,000 in Mis-
sissippi; 5.1 gun deaths per 100,000 in 
Utah; 6.9 gun deaths per 100,000 in 
Idaho—2 gun deaths per 100,000 in Mas-
sachusetts. 

It is clear that strong gun laws help 
reduce gun violence, yet when Demo-
crats have proposed steps to take guns 
out of the hands of young people—pro-
posals that would save lives—the Sen-
ate has too often said no. 

The overwhelming majority of the 
American public wants to pass reason-
able gun control measures. 

The American people clearly want 
these common sense laws on the books, 
and they will just as clearly hold Con-
gress accountable if we fail to act or 
only pretend to act. The lesson of the 
Senate’s past failed attempts to close 
the gun show loophole is clear: The 
American people will hold us account-
able if we refuse to act. Nothing con-
centrates the minds of Members of 
Congress like the knowledge that they 
are about to be hung out to dry at the 
next election. So let’s concentrate on 
closing the gun show loophole and the 
other blatant loopholes in the Nation’s 
gun laws. 

Just finally, I put in the RECORD that 
the ATF has examined the number of 
crime guns traced during 1996 and 1997 
to federally licensed firearm dealers 
and to federally licensed pawnbrokers. 
While 13 percent of the federally li-
censed dealers had one or more crime 
guns traced to them, 35 percent of the 
federally licensed pawnbrokers had one 
or more crime guns traced to them. 

It seems that everything cries out for 
this particular amendment. Let’s take 
action and do what is right for the chil-
dren in America, the families in Amer-
ica, and to reduce violence in America. 

I thank the Chair. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 

from Massachusetts. 
I think, in fundamental principles, 

we are in accord on the efficacy. The 
virtual elimination of guns in America, 
we cannot be together on. I think the 
second amendment provides for that. 
But tough law enforcement, as the Sen-

ator said, tough gun control—I would 
say, tough gun prosecutions—and pre-
vention do work. 

The Boston project is a good model 
for America. One of my staff members 
has been there to try to analyze how it 
is they have achieved their successes. 
One of the reasons is they really en-
force the law. They go out and deal 
with these young gang members. If 
they have them on probation, they 
monitor them. They talk to them. 
They say: You are supposed to be at 
home at 7 o’clock at night. The proba-
tion officers do not work from 9 to 5 in 
Boston. They will work from 1 until 10 
o’clock at night, and they will go out 
with police officers and actually verify 
whether or not those young people are 
complying with the probation and pa-
role requirements placed on them. 
What is happening in America is our 
court systems are so overwhelmed with 
juvenile crime that they have not been 
able to even carry out their mandates. 

If you give them probation, you need 
to make sure they honor and comply 
with the terms of the probation. One 
possibility is to do drug testing, so 
that they are not getting back on drugs 
which may be driving them to crime. 
Another possibility is by going to 
school on time; or if they have a job, 
showing up on time for it; if they have 
a curfew placed on them, being home in 
their bed and not running the streets 
at night. 

These are the kinds of things in 
which Boston has invested. We asked: 
Well, what happens when a young per-
son in Boston does not do what they 
say—for example, they have been 
caught in a burglary, have been re-
leased on probation, and have been run-
ning around with a gang. The judge 
says: Don’t hang around with that gang 
anymore; be in at 7 o’clock; and be at 
school on time. 

What happens if they do not go to 
school, and continue being a truant? 
What happens if they do not come 
home at night when they are supposed 
to or otherwise do not comply with the 
judge’s order? In most cities, unfortu-
nately, nothing happens. 

If you care about children, you will 
make sure something happens, because 
we want to intervene early in their 
lives in order to direct them on a new 
and healthy path. If we love these chil-
dren, and really care about them, we 
will not have this revolving-door jus-
tice that goes on in America. 

There was a night watchman killed 
by three young people in Alabama just 
3 years ago when I was the attorney 
general of Alabama. I called the chief 
of police and asked the chief: Chief, 
what is the criminal record on these 
three youngsters? They were out loose. 
One of them had 5 prior arrests, an-
other one had 5 prior arrests, and one 
had 15 prior arrests. That is the pattern 
in America. 

Fox Butterfield, who has written on 
this subject numerous times for the 
New York Times, did a study of the 
Chicago juvenile court system. He 
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found they spend 5 minutes per case. 
These children are not being con-
fronted effectively by the court system 
when they are beginning to get in trou-
ble. We need to make that first brush 
with the law their last. And it does in-
clude tough law enforcement. You have 
to be able to discipline children who 
refuse to take advantage of the oppor-
tunities that have been given them. 

So we do have money in here that 
would allow for alternative schools to 
be built, for drug treatment programs, 
for mental health and counseling to 
occur, and for drug testing to find out 
whether young people are on drugs. All 
of those funding programs, and many 
more, are here to help strengthen juve-
nile justice. 

I say to those who care about juve-
nile justice in America today, go down 
and talk to your judges, your district 
attorneys, and your chiefs of police. 
Ask them what is needed in their local 
juvenile court system in order to make 
them better able to intervene and 
change the lives of young people who 
are getting in trouble. You will find 
that those judges will have a list of 
things they wish they could have. This 
bill would fund virtually every one of 
them. 

It would give matching funds to ex-
pand detention facilities. It would give 
more money for drug treatment and 
other activities of this kind. It would 
allow each community to make appli-
cation for funds to fill the missing 
blanks in their system so that they can 
have a comprehensive, coordinated ef-
fort against crime. 

I think we can make progress in that 
regard. I hope we can go on and move 
this bill to final passage. 

I see the Senator from New York 
would like to comment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SCHUMER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Presiding 

Officer for yielding and the Senator 
from Alabama for his courtesy, as well 
as all the other Senators. 

I think, my colleagues, this after-
noon will be a moment of reckoning on 
the floor of this Senate. The vote that 
will occur on closing the gun show 
loophole—really closing the gun show 
loophole—will be historic, because it 
will really mark the difference as to 
whether we are serious about mod-
erate, carefully-thought-out measures 
on gun control or whether we are going 
to continue the same game we have 
played for the last 4 years. 

What game is that? The game is a 
simple one. When the public gets 
aroused, all too often because of a trag-
edy, then some of us try to deal with 
the causes of that tragedy in a variety 
of different ways, including reasonable 
restrictions preventing children, pre-
venting felons, from getting guns. 

What in the past has occurred is, 
those who oppose us have said: Oh, we 
agree with you. And they put in a sub-
stitute amendment which does not 

close the loophole. They put in a sub-
stitute which makes it appear as if the 
problem is being solved but does not 
solve it. Then, inexorably, another 
tragedy occurs. 

Today is the day we can stop that. 
We can stop it on a modest, simple 
measure to close the gun show loop-
hole, to really close it. 

Now, let me go over, for my col-
leagues—and then I want to talk a lit-
tle bit about what the Senator from 
Alabama has said—the status of the 
present legislation that has passed on 
the floor of the Senate and what we are 
attempting to do with the Lautenberg 
amendment this afternoon. Right now, 
after passage of the Hatch-Craig 
amendment, we give with one hand and 
take away with another. There are, 
right now, three types of people under 
the status of this legislation who can 
go to gun shows and sell guns: One is 
federally licensed dealers. These peo-
ple, since 1968, whether they sell at gun 
shows or anywhere else, have to keep 
records and, since 1993, with the pas-
sage of the Brady law, have to do back-
ground checks. They always have and 
they will continue to, unless we repeal 
that for some unforeseen circumstance. 

The second group of people is those 
who are not licensed dealers. Under 
present law, they could show up at gun 
shows and sell guns without back-
ground checks, without recording proc-
esses. The Craig-Hatch amendment cor-
rectly, as does the Lautenberg amend-
ment, prevents that from happening. A 
background check would have to be 
done, as it should. There shouldn’t be 
any loopholes. 

The country came together, in 1993, 
passed the Brady law, and it has 
worked. It has worked dramatically so. 
It has worked so that over 250,000 fel-
ons who walked into licensed dealers 
were refused guns. 

Let me show you how it has worked 
in the last week. Since last Wednesday, 
May 12, 1999, when the Senate missed 
the opportunity to close the gun show 
loophole once and for all, the FBI, 
using the Brady law’s national instant 
check system, stopped 1,550 felons, fu-
gitives, stalkers and others who should 
not have guns from buying licensed 
guns. In one week, 1,500 people were 
stopped. But in that same week, sure 
as we are here, some of those very 
same people went to gun shows and 
bought guns without a check. What 
kind of mindless system is there when 
the dealer has to do the check but you 
can easily go to a gun show and get 
around it. 

Over this past weekend, there were a 
minimum of 31 gun shows. In every one 
of those gun shows, children, felons, 
the mentally incompetent, and stalk-
ers could go buy guns without ever 
being detected. Why? 

Because of the public outcry about 
what occurred in Littleton, the Sen-
ator from Utah and the Senator from 
Idaho said: Fine, if you are not a li-
censed dealer, you also have to engage 
in a background check. That was their 

second attempt. The first attempt, of 
course, made it voluntary, which made 
no sense. But then, after the outcry 
and after the Senator from Vermont 
and myself got up on the floor late that 
evening and said, hey, this does not do 
what it is supposed to do, the next day 
Senators from the other side, the Sen-
ator from Oregon and the Senator from 
Arizona, got together and said: Wait a 
minute, we thought we were really 
closing the gun show loophole. It 
wasn’t. And so this Craig-Hatch 
amendment evolved. 

But the same darn thing occurred. So 
while closing the loophole for non-
licensed dealers, they opened it up for 
a whole new category of people called 
special licensees. What was the reason 
to have a special licensee? Nobody has 
figured that out. But a special licensee 
can go to a gun show, under the status 
of the Hatch-Craig amendment, and 
not do a background check. 

It is a shell game. On the one hand, 
we say we are not going to let unli-
censed dealers do this, and then we say, 
but if you become a special licensee, 
you can. 

The American people are just ap-
palled at what this Senate is doing. A 
simple measure like closing the gun 
show loophole, which can be done eas-
ily and quickly and noncontroversially, 
can’t pass. We have to do an elaborate 
kabuki dance to make it seem as if we 
are doing something but not do any-
thing at all. 

So this is a moment of reckoning for 
the Senate. Are we going to step up to 
the plate and just close the gun show 
loophole once and for all by passing the 
amendment this afternoon, or are we 
going to continue to play games? I say 
to my colleagues, playing games won’t 
do anymore. There has been a sea 
change in the American people in the 
last few weeks, because they are fed up. 

After Brady, something happened. 
Before the Brady law passed, the gun 
lobby would tell citizens throughout 
America, if Brady passes, the hunting 
rifle your Uncle Willy gave you when 
you were 14 will be confiscated and 
some people in big black boots will 
knock on your door and take your 
guns. It was a message of fear. 

Well, wherever I go in my great and 
diverse State, I ask people who are gun 
owners, has the Brady law interfered 
with your right to bear arms? And 
every one says no. So the fear tactics 
that the NRA has used, the scare tac-
tics, the big lie is losing velocity. That 
is why they have lost members, half a 
million, in the last few years. That is 
why they are unable to garner support. 

Now, because of the tragedy at 
Littleton, there seems to be a whole 
change in public opinion. They say, 
enough already. It is not just among 
Democrats like myself who have been 
arguing for these changes for over a 
decade. You have two candidates for 
the Republican nomination for Senate 
who have had the courage to say the 
NRA is not always right. In 1996, no 
candidate, much as they wanted to, 
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could dare say that. That is as good an 
indication of the change in public opin-
ion as any. 

I respect Elizabeth Dole; I respect 
JOHN MCCAIN. They do not agree with 
me about everything on guns. I do not 
expect them to. But on logical, ration-
al methods of closing loopholes of a law 
that has received overwhelming public 
support and, more importantly, has 
been successful, 1,500 felons last week 
stopped from getting guns by Brady, 
how many of them went to gun shows 
to get around the law to buy those 
same guns we don’t know. 

Not only did the Hatch-Craig amend-
ment fail to deal with the gun show 
loophole; it added three more loop-
holes. 

Pawnshops: There has been a law 
that has worked. It said, you are a per-
son; you go bring your gun to a pawn-
shop; before you retrieve it, let there 
be a background check—no harm to 
anybody. That has been in place since, 
I believe, 1997; it may have been 1996. It 
has worked. Hundreds of felons, I think 
it is 254, have been caught going to 
pawnshops, and all of a sudden we are 
going to open it up. Again, give with 
one hand take away with the other. 

What are we saying? Do we want to 
have a loud speaker go up and down the 
streets of our country saying: Hey, fel-
ons, hey, kids, here are ways to get 
around the Brady law; you don’t need a 
background check. That is what we are 
doing here in the Senate. 

Then we have opened another loop-
hole. This one is totally befuddling. 
The instant check system has worked. 

It was proposed by people who didn’t 
agree with me when we wrote the 
Brady law. But we said let’s see if this 
works. 

Well, it has, in about three-quarters 
of the cases. So people can get their 
check instantly and then go out of the 
gun shop with their gun. No problem, 
as far as I am concerned. Some people 
think a cooling off period is important, 
and it may be, but the main purpose we 
had in passing Brady was the back-
ground check. If you can do it quicker, 
fine. Still in about 25 percent of the 
cases the records are not in good shape, 
where there is a glitch in the com-
puter, where the instant check doesn’t 
work. 

Right now, the FBI has 72 hours to 
check. Why in God’s name did we re-
duce that to 24 in the Hatch-Craig 
amendment? Why? 

Let me tell you the particular rel-
evance to gun shows, where it applies. 
If you have a gun show on Saturday, 
you have 72 hours to check. The FBI 
can go through their records on a Mon-
day. If you have a gun show on Satur-
day and you only have 24 hours to 
check, there is no check at all. Under 
the Hatch-Craig proposal, you would 
have to give that gun to someone even 
if they had committed 10 or 12 felonies. 
Why? It did not hurt anybody; it only 
applied to 25 percent. Yet, we persist in 
creating new loopholes. 

One final thing. Our system has al-
ways been one that has recognized 

States rights. We said gun dealers can 
only sell within their State. Under 
Hatch-Craig, that principle goes. You 
can go across the country to sell a gun 
at a gun show. Why? 

So not only did we fail to completely 
close the gun show loophole in Hatch- 
Craig, but we opened three new ones— 
in my judgment, three big ones. Why? 
Well, I know why. We all know why. It 
is because of the power of the gun 
lobby, because of the power of the 
NRA. There is no other reason. I have 
been asking for a rational reason why, 
and you hear ‘‘too much bureaucracy,’’ 
or something like that. 

Well, in this juvenile justice bill, we 
are creating a lot more bureaucracy to 
put more kids in prison who commit 
serious crimes. I agree with that. I am 
a pretty tough-on-crime guy. But we 
don’t get up on this side and say: too 
much bureaucracy. We don’t hear col-
leagues on the other side say: too much 
bureaucracy. That is a false argument 
if there ever was one. 

People want bureaucracy when they 
want Government to do something. If 
you want to put kids or felons away, it 
is more bureaucracy, more prosecutors. 
I am for it, but it is more bureaucracy. 
More laws? I am for it, but it is more 
bureaucracy. But when it comes to a 
law that would stop the kids from get-
ting guns, that would stop the felons 
from getting guns, oh, no, no, then it is 
too much bureaucracy and we can’t 
have it. I have never understood the 
distinction. 

So the bottom line is a simple one. In 
the legislation we passed by one mere 
vote last week, we did not close the 
gun show loophole. We closed one little 
loophole and opened up another one to 
take its place. It is as wide open as it 
was before the legislation, and anyone, 
as my colleague from Nebraska has 
pointed out, could become a special li-
censee; and then we created three more 
loopholes. 

Mr. President, we would have been 
better off without Hatch-Craig than we 
would have been with it. It was easier 
to stop children and felons from get-
ting guns before Hatch-Craig than it is 
now, if it were to become law. So who 
are we kidding? 

Then one final argument to my col-
leagues, to my friends on the other 
side—the Senator from Alabama is not 
here, but he will be even more ably rep-
resented by the Senator from Utah. 
That chart has been up here for a long 
time. I think we have heard more talk 
about that chart than about a lot of 
the legislation we are talking about. 
But that is fine. That is a legitimate 
argument, in my judgment. But I ask 
my friends—they say there is not 
enough prosecution of firearms viola-
tions. I agree with them. I agree with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, in the 
budget last month, we put in a pro-
posal to add $50 million to do what has 
been done in Richmond, Philadelphia, 
and in Rochester, NY, to do better 
prosecutions of those who violate Fed-
eral firearms laws. 

As you know, most of the firearms 
laws are State. It has never been a Fed-
eral responsibility. Folks on the other 
side want to make it one, and that is 
fine with me. I am not one who says 
the Federal Government should not be 
involved in crime fighting. In fact, over 
my 10 years, I have pushed the Federal 
Government to be involved in crime 
fighting. But, again, why does pros-
ecuting those who violate our firearms 
laws contradict closing the gun show 
loophole? It doesn’t. Both should be 
done. They should go hand in hand. 

As I mentioned before, in the debate 
we had with the Senator from Idaho a 
while back, there are grieving families 
in Littleton. There may be prosecu-
tions of some who gave guns to Mr. 
Klebold and Mr. Harris, who created 
the tragedy. I am sure those prosecu-
tions don’t make the parents of the 13 
dead children feel any better. I saw one 
of them begging us on television at the 
rally in Denver last week. They would 
beg us to do both—to prosecute those 
who violate firearms laws, but at the 
same time prevent children like young 
Harris and Klebold from getting guns 
to begin with. 

A prosecution occurs after the crime. 
It sometimes deters crime because peo-
ple don’t want to be prosecuted. I have 
been tough on crime—for mandatory 
minimum sentences, and for incarcer-
ation—my whole career. But, in God’s 
name, don’t use that which is a worthy 
cause as an excuse, as a substitute for 
simple, moderate things such as clos-
ing the gun show loophole, closing the 
pawnshop loophole and allowing the 
FBI system to check when the instant 
check system doesn’t work. 

In conclusion, I know my friends 
from Nebraska and Utah wish to speak. 
This afternoon will be a moment of 
reckoning on this floor. It will deter-
mine, very simply, whether we are 
going to persist, as we have in the last 
few years, about coming up with solu-
tions that don’t do the job—that are al-
most designed not to do the job—or 
whether we can actually do some real 
good in a simple measure, sponsored by 
the Senators from New Jersey and Ne-
braska, and close the gun show loop-
hole. The yeas and nays this afternoon 
will determine which side each Senator 
is on. The eyes of America will be upon 
this floor this afternoon. Let us pray 
we do the right thing. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 

been working very closely with the 
Democratic leadership to try to get 
this matter to a conclusion. As I under-
stand it, including this gun amend-
ment, there are two others, and pos-
sibly a third besides this amendment. 
We are going to try to finish this bill. 

Now, my personal impression is that 
they have gone too far. They are push-
ing this way too far. As the manager of 
this bill, I have tried to bring both 
sides together, and we have made a real 
effort to do so. I am starting to ques-
tion whether or not we are getting a 
good-faith effort on the other side. 
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Now, this is the second time we have 

debated the Lautenberg amendment— 
the second time. To be honest with 
you, there is so much more in this bill 
than just the gun matters. I have 
helped to effectuate compromise on the 
gun matters, which I believe has been 
to the satisfaction of most all Demo-
crats and most all Republicans—not all 
on either side. Here is where we are. We 
have fought back amendments on one 
side. I was told by colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle they had cut 
their list of amendments to eight and 
that three, maybe four, including this 
amendment, would be on gun control. 

Today, they tell us that maybe they 
can agree to limit amendments. I have 
chatted with one of the top leaders on 
the Democrat side. He said they have 
agreed that we are going to get this 
done. But some have said maybe they 
can agree to limit amendments, but 
only after a vote on the Lautenberg 
amendment. 

You see, they want to vote on Lau-
tenberg, not just twice, but three, four, 
five—who knows how many times. Who 
is holding up this bill? I have to tell 
you, it isn’t us. We will vote on Lau-
tenberg, but I want to be sure that we 
have a unanimous consent agreement 
to vote on final passage. 

I would like to vote on Lautenberg. 
But that is going to have to be the 
good-faith deal, because that is what I 
have represented to the other side. I 
think it is time to put this matter to 
rest. I think we can push these gun 
things only so far, especially when you 
have seen the good-faith effort I have 
made, and others on our side, to try to 
resolve these problems. The gun issue 
is an evolutionary issue; there is no 
question about it. We are trying to find 
ways of satisfying the vast majority of 
Senators. So far, we have been able to 
do that except with regard to the Lau-
tenberg amendment. There is a very 
good reason why we will not vote for 
the Lautenberg amendment, or why we 
are going to vote for a tabling motion. 

Much has been said about gun shows 
and how best to limit criminal access 
to guns at these shows. Not much has 
been said about the black market push 
that is going to happen if we get too 
bureaucratic about it, where people 
won’t go to gun shows, where they will 
just sell them on the black market. 
That is the last thing on Earth I want, 
but that is what is going to happen. 

I have to tell you, it is time to cut 
the rug. It is rug-cutting time. We are 
giving them the Lautenberg vote not 
because we think it is a worthy thing 
to do but because they are insisting on 
it. But there is a time when good faith 
says we move the bill. If Lautenberg is 
passed, so be it. If it does not pass, then 
so be it. 

I have been saying for a long time 
that there have been numerous delays 
in debate on this matter. I have had 
some indications that there are going 
to be some more delays. We will have 
to see. 

I am going to encourage my friends 
on the other side to limit the time. 

Let’s get time agreement. Let’s move 
ahead. Let’s save the time of everybody 
in the Senate, and let’s get a bill that 
will do something about juvenile jus-
tice in this country and about solving 
some of these serious problems we 
have. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes; I am happy to yield 
to my friend from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. I have been here this 
morning, and, of course, the manager 
of the bill has been here all morning. 

I want to say to everyone within the 
sound of my voice that nothing has 
changed on this side of the aisle since 
yesterday. We have agreed to cut down 
our amendments from about 90 to a 
handful of amendments. We have indi-
cated that as far as gun amendments, 
we had a finite number of those we 
were going to offer. I don’t know what 
has gone on in the debate here this 
morning. I have been trying to follow 
it as closely as possible. But my friend 
from Utah should realize that nothing 
has changed since yesterday. We want 
to have a bill. We have worked hard to 
cut down the number of amendments. 
My friend, the manager of the bill, has 
worked all weekend with the staff to 
pare down these amendments. In short, 
we want a bill to go forward. We want 
to finally resolve something that the 
American people can be proud of. We 
have agreed not only on the number of 
amendments but we have been very fair 
on the time allocation. 

On this amendment today, there has 
been a good debate. We haven’t taken 
an inordinate amount of time. 

In short, I say to my friend, who was 
kind enough to yield to me, that noth-
ing has changed since yesterday. We 
feel very strongly about our positions. 
We are happy to defend them, articu-
late, and advocate them this morning. 

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield, 
I will take back the floor. The majority 
leader has asked me to get a time 
agreement when we finally vote. I 
think we are there. If you are down to 
eight, or actually seven after this one, 
I can get ours cut down once we know 
where we are, and then we can have 
final passage, and hopefully before the 
end of the day. I think we can do it. 

Mr. REID. I would say to my friend 
from Utah, we have been waiting for 
the managers’ amendment to be ac-
cepted, agreed upon, and at that time 
we will be in a position to lay out what 
our amendments are. We will have time 
agreements on them. 

As far as final passage, we know that 
there can be games played with that 
unless we set a time certain for final 
passage. We want a bill passed. We 
want it to pass in a very short period of 
time. Nothing has changed since yes-
terday on this side of the aisle. We 
want to move forward in an expeditious 
manner. 

Mr. HATCH. I appreciate my col-
league’s remarks. I believe him and 
have great respect for him, as he 
knows. 

Let me just say this: The managers’ 
amendment is basically agreed to be-
tween the two managers. It is a matter 
of making the final drafting changes, 
as I understand it. We intend to have 
that done and filed and approved, hope-
fully, and probably this afternoon, it 
seems to me. We will try to do that. 
But let’s move this ahead. 

Let me just finish my remarks on 
this, because I forgot that the distin-
guished Senator from California needs 
a chance to make her remarks. She 
said she would be 2 or 3 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. Let me just say 
that I want to defer to Senator KERREY 
because he has such time problems. I 
have cleared my deck this morning so 
I can be here all day. I decided it would 
be fair to allow the Senator from Ne-
braska to proceed. 

Mr. HATCH. I would like to make re-
marks in rebuttal, if I may, because 
Senator KERREY has already spoken. 
But if he needs to speak, I will be 
happy to—if the Senator from Cali-
fornia is going to speak for 2 or 3 min-
utes, I will be happy to yield. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will yield, and wait 
until the Senator from Utah finishes 
his remarks, and see where we are at 
that point. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

I have been saying for a long time 
that how the Congress will deal with 
firearms violence is an evolving proc-
ess. We began this debate with fairly 
ardent positions on both sides. 

After several days of debate last 
week, Republicans took a step to re-
quire background checks at gun shows 
without substantial cost and regu-
latory burdens, and we passed the so- 
called bill on that, the Hatch-Craig 
bill. There was some gloating on the 
other side of the aisle, if I didn’t mis-
construe it. There were some Senators 
quoted talking about eating crow. 
These comments were not constructive 
at all. They made my job much more 
difficult on our side. We are here to do 
what is best for our children and to up-
hold the Constitution of the United 
States, including the second amend-
ment. We are not here to score debat-
ing points, it seems to me. That type of 
comment, it seems to me, is very 
unconstructive and not conducive to 
getting a bill that will help our chil-
dren and our country as a whole. 

I would note, however, that the evo-
lution of this matter continues. This 
time, the supporters of the Lautenberg 
amendment are making changes to 
their proposal to bring it closer to our 
plan that we passed in the Hatch-Craig 
amendment. My sense and hope is that 
our efforts will continue to evolve and 
we will be able to find common ground. 
That to me would be a great, great ac-
complishment. But I haven’t seen that 
yet. We are evolving towards that. 

I appreciate that my colleagues have 
recognized that the concerns we raised 
were legitimate and they have taken 
some steps in this current amendment 
to address the concerns. But I certainly 
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don’t think they have gone far enough. 
I think they have gone too far in mak-
ing it look like the only matter to con-
sider on this whole bill happens to be 
guns. 

Let’s review how we got here. Under 
current law, non-licensed individuals 
can sell firearms at a gun show without 
obtaining a background check. This 
was the loophole that the President, 
the Lautenberg amendment sponsors, 
and others said they were concerned 
about. Yet, the bill as amended last 
week now requires background checks 
for these transactions at gun shows. 

Under current law, persons who only 
want to sell firearms at a gun show are 
not licensed at all and perform no 
background checks. Our bill as amend-
ed requires sellers to obtain a federal 
license to sell firearms at a gun show. 
Because these special licensees, or tem-
porary dealers, are now included in the 
Gun Control Act, they are subject to 
the background check requirements. 

Further, our bill as amended provides 
civil liability protection to those sell-
ers who complied with the background 
check requirements. 

Our proposal also prevents the Fed-
eral Government from taxing back-
ground check transactions. The liabil-
ity protection and tax relief were pow-
erful incentives for persons to have 
background checks. 

That is why we put them in the 
Hatch-Craig amendment. 

Last week, when we first debated the 
Lautenberg amendment, we pointed 
out several problems. 

First, the Lautenberg amendment’s 
definition of a gun show was, at best, 
unfocused. 

If two neighbors got together with 25 
guns each and sold a gun, they would 
have been surprised to find that they 
had created a gun show and were crimi-
nals under the Lautenberg amendment 
because they did not conduct a back-
ground check or get a permit from the 
ATF. 

We understand that the revised Lau-
tenberg amendment now modifies the 
definition of ‘‘gun show’’ to conform 
with what is already in the bill, what 
we put in the Hatch-Craig amendment. 
It isn’t totally that way because they 
still have their 50-person standard, and 
so forth, but basically they have come 
our way on it. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle complain that the bill’s cur-
rent definition of ‘‘gun show’’ would 
allow ‘‘hundreds of guns’’ to be sold at 
flea markets that do not fall under the 
10 or more exhibitor or 20 percent ex-
hibitor rule. Of course, if a very few 
sellers were selling hundreds of fire-
arms, they would in all likelihood be 
engaged in the business—and that is an 
important phrase—in the business of 
selling firearms without a license. 
Under current law, such persons are 
subject to fines, prison sentences or 
both. 

Secondly, the Lautenberg amend-
ment allowed the imposition of taxes 
and fees on background checks that 

constitute a substantial cost for com-
plying with the law. Now what does 
that do? That is going to force people 
to not go to gun shows where they can 
legitimately sell them with back-
ground checks now that we require it 
in this bill, and to go off and sell them 
on the black market. 

What we are trying to do and what it 
seems to me will be the inevitable re-
sult of some of the approaches under 
the Lautenberg amendment, will be 
that we will create a huge black mar-
ket in guns, which is exactly the oppo-
site of what we want to accomplish. I 
am sure that the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey does not want to ac-
complish that, nor anybody else on this 
floor, but think it through. It doesn’t 
take many brains to realize that is 
what will happen. 

We understand the revised Lauten-
berg amendment does not ‘‘impose’’ 
taxes on sellers and purchasers. How-
ever, the tax to which we objected is 
paid by the person or entity that con-
ducts the background check, not to a 
nonlicensed buyer or seller. Of course, 
the licensee, special licensee or special 
registrants now in this bill will pass 
this fee on to the buyer or seller who 
will have to pay it. Of course, they will 
pass it on. They will not just do this 
out of the goodness of their heart. As 
they do that, people will go into the 
black market to sell their guns, the 
exact opposite of what the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey and I 
and others, who are really trying to do 
something constructive in this area, 
want to occur. 

In short, notwithstanding its appear-
ance, the revised Lautenberg amend-
ment allows for an ATF taxing author-
ity loophole. The revised amendment 
seemingly concludes that we were 
right, but does not correct the prob-
lem. So on this provision we have a 
major concern. 

Third, the Lautenberg amendment 
required gun show organizers to obtain 
advanced permission from the ATF be-
fore holding a gun show. It doesn’t 
take many brains to realize that is 
something nobody wants to agree with 
who believes that gun shows are a 
time-honored right in this society 
under the second amendment. 

We understand that the revised Lau-
tenberg amendment currently before 
the Senate that will be at the end of 
this amendment chain to be voted upon 
eliminates the advance permission re-
quirement. However, gun show orga-
nizers are still required to keep exten-
sive records, so there is a substantial 
burden that would be required, over-
regulatory burden. 

Fourth, the Lautenberg amendment 
imposed extensive recordkeeping re-
quirements for sales between non-
licensed individuals, thus driving up 
the cost of the background check and 
intruding into the privacy of law-abid-
ing citizens. 

That is just typical of what we have 
to face around here in the zeal to score 
points on guns. We understand that the 

revised Lautenberg amendment may 
require less records to be kept and may 
require the Federal Government to de-
stroy records held by the instant check 
operator, yet dealers must still keep 
all records on the buyer. Further, the 
implication that requiring records to 
be destroyed after 90 days conveys a 
new benefit is not accurate. 18 U.S.C. 
section 922(t)(2)(C) already requires the 
instant check operator to destroy 
records of checks that were approved, 
and the FBI currently destroys the 
records after 90 days. There is no new 
benefit in this system compared to cur-
rent law. So the Lautenberg amend-
ment does not improve current law at 
all, it just obscures it. 

Some have complained that the Re-
publican plan promotes unaccountable 
interstate gun peddling by gun dealers. 
Under current law, a dealer from one 
State can go to a gun show in another 
State and solicit sales. He must return 
home to his licensed premises, how-
ever, to ship the firearm. And the ship-
ment must be to a licensed dealer. 
That is current law. 

Our amendment allows one federally 
licensed firearms dealer to deliver the 
firearm to another federally licensed 
firearms dealer who is located out of 
State. He still cannot deliver a firearm 
to a nonlicensed individual, but only to 
a licensed dealer. Thus, the purchasing 
dealer will have to log the firearm into 
his inventory, will be subject to inspec-
tion by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms to find that firearm, and 
will have to conduct a background 
check to sell a firearm to a nonlicensed 
dealer. This is about the most regu-
lated sale of a firearm for which the 
Federal law provides. 

Next, some have stated that the cur-
rent bill’s provision for granting civil 
liability protection to people who com-
ply with the background check require-
ment is not prudent. They say that the 
revised Lautenberg amendment pro-
vides no immunity for people who 
transfer guns to felons and others who 
intend to use the guns to commit vio-
lent crimes or felonies. 

The bill, as amended, recognizes that 
persons who act properly with fire-
arms—this is the amendment by 
Hatch-Craig—including firearms trans-
actions, should not be subject to suit. 
Indeed, only yesterday, the Senate rec-
ognized the value of providing limited 
immunities to persons who act prop-
erly with firearms, by bestowing quali-
fied immunity on persons who properly 
use child safety laws. This is a key in-
centive in the Kohl-Hatch-Chafee child 
safety lock amendment. The same rea-
sons for affording civil liability protec-
tion apply here. Keep in mind we have 
evolved towards having something that 
brings both sides together. The current 
Lautenberg amendment split both sides 
apart and will result, in my opinion, in 
more black market sales in this coun-
try, to the detriment of the country. 

Further, some complain that our bill 
dismisses certain suits. These are only 
those suits at which nonlicensed indi-
viduals have voluntarily sold a firearm 
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through a licensed dealer who con-
ducted a background check. If persons 
are now voluntarily having background 
checks performed at gun shows, they 
should not be penalized for doing so. 
That is something we want to encour-
age. We want to give incentives for 
that. 

I also note that the bill provides no 
immunities for criminal sales of fire-
arms. If a seller knowingly transfers a 
firearm to a buyer who will use that 
firearm to commit a crime of violence 
or a drug trafficking crime, he is sub-
ject to severe criminal penalties. Fur-
ther, if the seller is convicted of that 
offense, the bill expressly provides that 
he is not entitled to civil immunities. 
Thus, he could be sued for compen-
satory and punitive damages. 

Some have complained that the bill, 
as amended, does not impose stiff 
enough penalties on special licensees 
and special registrants for the failure 
to obtain a background check. How-
ever, current law suspends the license 
and imposes a fine on dealers who do 
not conduct a background check. Our 
bill maintains the current penalties for 
background check failures and imposes 
tough mandatory minimums for the 
knowing transfer of a firearm to a ju-
venile who will use that firearm in a 
crime of violence. That is a major 
change. And we put it in our bill. In 
fact, a lot of these things that were re-
quested by the President we have in 
the bill. We had them in there before 
he requested them. I suspect he might 
have had somebody look at the bill. 

Further, through our aggressive fire-
arms prosecution program, the CUFF 
Program, and the prosecution report-
ing requirement, we ensure that some 
of these violations actually will be 
prosecuted by the Attorney General— 
something that hasn’t been undertaken 
in earnest over the last 6 years. 

Remember, of the thousands of pos-
sible cases, the Attorney General only 
prosecuted one Brady case, one Brady 
background check violation, from 1996 
through 1998. Of the thousands they 
claim, 225,000 turned back felons, one 
prosecution. 

The Lautenberg amendment not only 
fails to include the tough mandatory 
minimums found in the Republican 
plan, it acquiesces in the Attorney 
General’s almost complete failure to 
prosecute Brady violations. This makes 
no sense. If we in Congress pass crimi-
nal statutes, it is the duty of the At-
torney General to enforce those laws. 
Our bill recognizes that we have a 
problem at the Department of Justice 
and our bill does something about it. 
Some have also stated that our bill has 
the potential for invading the privacy 
of gun owners by nonspecial reg-
istrants and special licensees to con-
duct background checks. This argu-
ment goes that by requiring the In-
stant Check operator to destroy 
records of an approved background 
check immediately, special licensees 
and special registrants will be able to 
conduct background checks on anyone, 

even non-gun buyers, and there will be 
no audit trail to catch them. 

Of course, special licensees and spe-
cial registrants will have to undergo a 
background check, a field examination, 
and an interview just to obtain their li-
cense or registration. And they must 
keep records of the persons for whom 
they used the Instant Check system. 
Thus, the ATF can take these records, 
contact the persons listed, and deter-
mine if they attempted to purchase a 
gun using the services of the special li-
censee or the special registrant. If they 
did not, the special licensee or the spe-
cial registrant will be held account-
able, just as dealers are now. 

Further, gun owners would much 
rather entrust their privacy interests 
to special licensees and special reg-
istrants than to the Federal Govern-
ment. The argument that more record 
keeping on lawful gun ownership by 
the Federal Government would protect 
privacy better than less record keeping 
by the Federal Government carries lit-
tle weight. 

Mr. President, all of these concerns 
are less than compelling. The plain fact 
of the matter is that the revised Lau-
tenberg amendment, though improved 
to look more like the Republican pro-
posal, is still not as good as the current 
bill as amended. 

The revised Lautenberg amendment 
still fails to provide qualified immu-
nity to persons who obey the law and 
act appropriately with firearms, even 
after the Senate voted only yesterday 
to provide qualified immunity when 
parents properly use child safety de-
vices or child trigger locks. 

The revised Lautenberg amendment 
still fails to provide tax relief to licens-
ees and others who perform back-
ground checks. And the revised Lau-
tenberg amendment still fails to re-
lieve gun show operators or organizers 
of substantial new recordkeeping re-
quirements. 

Some are complaining that the 24- 
hour requirement for instant check is 
not good enough. They would require 3 
days. But gun shows only last 3 days. If 
we do not have a 24-hour instant check 
requirement, the gun show is going to 
be over. The ATF has the technology 
and the funding to get the job done in 
24 hours, and it should. We should not 
force people into a black market where 
there are no licenses, no records, and 
no background checks. We do not need 
to do that. 

Further, we even offered to make the 
background check requirement for spe-
cial licensees express. But my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
rejected this, or objected to my modi-
fication of my own amendment, one of 
the few times in my 23 years where a 
Senator was refused the right to mod-
ify his own amendment to please the 
other side—even though it was not nec-
essary, in my view, and I think in the 
view of any reasonable person who 
looks at it. 

I want to make sure that persons who 
sell a substantial number of guns come 

inside the gun show and get a Federal 
license. These special licensees must 
submit to a background check and an 
ATF interview, they must comply with 
the Gun Control Act, and they must 
conduct background checks—some-
thing that has evolved into something 
that both sides ought to be willing to 
agree to. 

Mr. President, there is one firearm- 
related provision on which I hope we 
can reach bipartisan agreement. And 
that is the treatment of pawn shops, 
gunsmiths and repair shops that have 
traditionally been exempt from the re-
quirement to conduct background 
checks when they simply return a fire-
arm to its owner. Prior to the 1993 
Brady law, States required pawn shops 
to report the pawn of a firearm to 
State or local law enforcement agen-
cies. Thus, there was already a state 
law check on the firearm. The Brady 
law, however, when it passed inadvert-
ently required a Federal background 
check on returned firearms in addition 
to the state check. The pawn shops 
raised concerns because State law al-
ready required them to undergo a back-
ground check and because waiting on a 
background check to be returned be-
fore returning a firearm to its rightful 
owner affected their business. 

Because these were real concerns, 
many in Congress supported an exemp-
tion to the Brady law which exempted 
pawn shops, gunsmiths, and repair 
shops from the Federal background 
check. It passed the Congress as part of 
the 1994 crime bill. Many of the people 
attacking the Hatch-Craig amend-
ment’s so-called pawn shop loophole 
voted to do the same thing in 1994 when 
the crime bill passed. Frankly, if what 
we included in the Hatch-Craig amend-
ment is a loophole, it was a loophole 
when Senator LAUTENBERG voted for 
the crime bill in 1994 and when Presi-
dent Clinton signed it into law. 

Indeed, after the Brady law passed, 
Senator SCHUMER even wrote a letter 
to the Treasury Department asking 
them to draft regulations to exempt 
pawn shops from the Federal back-
ground check requirement. To be fair, 
however, I should note that then-Con-
gressman SCHUMER did vote against the 
amendment to the 1994 crime bill that 
provided the statutory exemption for 
pawn shops, but he still took a position 
in his 1994 letter to the Treasury De-
partment which is consistent with our 
amendment. 

If the pawn shop exemption from a 
Federal background check is a loophole 
now, it was a loophole in 1994 when 
Senator SCHUMER asked the Treasury 
Department to draft it. 

The Craig amendment that we passed 
last Wednesday simply restored the ex-
emption for pawn shops that had been 
part of the Brady law for 4 years. Thus, 
this was not a major change in law, but 
a change back to how the Brady law 
read from 1994 to November 1998 when 
the exemption lapsed as the Instant 
Check system became effective. 

However, I know that the good Sen-
ator from New York has legitimate 
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concerns and wants to address those 
concerns. Neither of us want a person 
to commit a crime and then get a fire-
arm. However, I believe neither of us 
want to overburden legitimate business 
transactions. 

As I have stated repeatedly—it is my 
goal to find common ground on these 
issues. Wherever possible, I want to do 
what’s best for our children and the 
public in a manner which is consistent 
with our oath as Senator to uphold the 
Constitution. Frankly, I viewed this 
provision as a technical matter—one 
which should not be politicized. 

I just have a minute more to go, 
maybe a minute and a half, because I 
know there is limited time here. 

Let me just sum it up. 
Thus, the revised Lautenberg amend-

ment is a small step in the right direc-
tion. And I sincerely appreciate that 
step. However, in my view, it fails to 
go far enough, and it may create more 
problems than currently exist. 

The current bill as amended strikes 
the appropriate balance between the 
privacy interests of law abiding citi-
zens and the public interest in pre-
venting criminals from obtaining guns. 
The powerful incentives included in our 
plan will ensure that persons comply 
with the mandatory background check 
requirement on all sales at gun shows. 
The Republican plan also gives law 
abiding gun owners the peace of mind 
that they have not inadvertently 
transferred a firearm to a felon, and re-
quires the Attorney General to begin 
prosecuting the criminals who violate 
the existing gun control laws, some-
thing that has not been done, now, for 
a number of years, maybe the whole 
time of this administration—since the 
Brady bill. 

Accordingly, when the time arrives, I 
will move to table the revised Lauten-
berg amendment in order to allow the 
bill as currently amended to stand, be-
cause I think it will do a better job of 
accomplishing what everybody here 
seems to want, everything the current 
Lautenberg amendment will do. 

I am sorry this took so long. I apolo-
gize to my colleagues, but it was im-
portant to make these points. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
me 30 seconds? 

Mr. KERREY. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I never 

knew how much control I had over the 
schedule of debate, other than to find 
any time I step off the floor for a few 
minutes I can almost be guaranteed my 
friend from Utah will have a criticism 
of the way we are handling things over 
here. 

So, while we are both on the floor, I 
tell him we have pared back to a dozen 
or fewer from the 90 possible amend-
ments entered in the consent agree-
ment last Friday. We have made sig-
nificant progress. But also, because a 
number of Senators have pulled down 
amendments over here, amendments on 
our side, we have done it notwith-

standing what we had to put up with 
when the Senator from New York and I 
were virtually ridiculed when we point-
ed out the flaws in the original Craig- 
Hatch gun legislation, something that 
took 2 days of voting and revoting as 
they drafted and redrafted and re-
drafted it, as the flaws became evident. 

They do not want to have up-or-down 
votes; they want to table everything. 
We have not done that on one the other 
side came up with yesterday that 
would have walked all over our State 
legislatures. That was voted down. 

The fact of the matter is, we are 
going to have a series of votes this 
afternoon. If Senators will work at it, 
we can finish this bill today. But I say, 
as I said before, it is the Senators who 
should set the schedule, it is the Sen-
ators who should set the debate, and 
not the gun lobbies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURNS). The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Utah said we are trying 
to make this amendment look like the 
Republican amendment. I may want to 
look like the Senator from Utah in 
many other ways, but we did not try to 
make this amendment resemble in two 
very key ways the amendment that 
was adopted last week. 

I appreciate very much the concern 
about the regulation. In fact, as I said, 
the Senator from New Jersey made a 
number of changes to reduce the regu-
latory requirements. All we have left 
are the same regulatory requirements 
that all licensed gun dealers have to go 
through. 

We will see about 3.5 million hand-
guns sold this year through licensed 
dealers and 2 million in nonlicensed en-
vironments. What we are trying to do, 
for those of us who believe that back-
ground checks—there are some who do 
not. There are some who voted against 
the Brady bill and did not like the 
background checks. That is fine, but I 
think they have worked. They have re-
duced in America the number of felons 
who have handguns. They have reduced 
the number of people who are dan-
gerous with guns from having hand-
guns. It is generally accepted that the 
evidence shows Brady has worked and 
it has made America safer as a con-
sequence. 

What we have, though, is a regu-
latory differential. All of us can under-
stand that. If one group of people are 
regulated one way and another group 
of people are regulated another way, it 
can produce some significant distor-
tions in people’s behavior. 

Right now, it is easier to go to the 
2,000 to 3,000 gun shows every year and 
buy a handgun or another gun than it 
is from a licensed dealer. Why? Because 
you do not have to go through a back-
ground check. You do not have to do 
the same things that you do through a 
licensed dealer. I do not know if the 
concern about the black market was 
raised when Brady was passed. Perhaps 
it was. We did not create a black mar-
ket with Brady. We still have people 

who are either felons or who should not 
have handguns, who are mentally un-
stable, or have something in their 
background that makes them, in the 
judgment of law enforcement, dan-
gerous to own a gun. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KERREY. I have 9 minutes left. 
Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield 

on that point, it is not Brady we are 
talking about. It is gun shows we are 
trying to resolve, and if we do not re-
solve it right, you are going to create 
a black market. 

Mr. KERREY. But the Senator said 
his fear with the regulation is that we 
are going to have black markets. All 
we do—and I urge colleagues, espe-
cially the public to listen—is we say to 
a gun show operator, like every other 
licensed dealer, a gun show promoter 
has to register with ATF and pay a 
small fee. 

We are not passing on the cost of the 
background check. Brady does not 
allow that. I voted against that. It does 
not allow us to pass on the cost of the 
background check. All it says to the 
gun show operator is you have to do 
the same thing a licensed gun dealer 
has to do. You have to register with 
ATF and pay a small fee. 

Secondly, the gun show vendor has to 
show proof of identification when they 
check in at the gun show to verify they 
are who they claim to be. And the third 
requirement, hardly a prohibitive bur-
den, in my judgment, is they have to 
notify people at the show that there 
are going to be background checks. 
You can do that with a sign. 

Neither one of these three things is 
what I call a burdensome regulation, 
for gosh sakes. They are what licensed 
dealers have to do, exactly what li-
censed dealers have to do. 

Again, last week when the Craig- 
Hatch amendment was adopted, the 
headline in the Omaha World Herald 
was: ‘‘Republicans Close Gun Show 
Loophole.’’ Under this amendment, 
this is what you can do to get an excep-
tion. It is true gun shows will have to 
do background checks, except for peo-
ple who have special licenses. Look 
who gets a special license: Somebody 
who is buying or selling firearms solely 
or primarily at gun shows. That is the 
first exception. Basically, I am saying, 
yes, if you are a gun show, you have to 
do a background check, you have to do 
everything a licensed dealer has to do 
unless you are a gun show. If you are a 
gun show, you do not have to do it. 
That is one of the exceptions provided 
in this law. 

Again, if you want to go home and 
say, yes, I voted to close the gun show 
loophole, right in this thing it says I 
can get a special license to operate a 
gun show without having to do back-
ground checks if I am buying or selling 
firearms solely or primarily through 
gun shows. It does not get the job done. 

We impose regulations on licensed 
gun dealers. I have consulted licensed 
gun dealers in Nebraska. I said earlier, 
I am a supporter of the second amend-
ment. I believe the right to bear arms 
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means something. I believe the right to 
bear arms does not give me an unlim-
ited right to bear arms, just as the first 
amendment does not give me an unlim-
ited right to speak. 

There are limitations on my right to 
bear arms. These are reasonable limi-
tations to keep all the rest of us safe. 
The leading cause of death of teenagers 
in the United States of America is 
homicides and suicides. We are the 
only industrial Nation that has that. 

We are not talking about picking up 
guns. We are trying to put something 
together that, like Brady, will reduce 
the opportunity of felons and people 
who have other things in their back-
ground which might make them an un-
reliable owner to have access to guns. 

This is not an unreasonable regula-
tion. This is exactly what licensed gun 
dealers have to do. The Craig-Hatch 
amendment simply does not get the job 
done because it allows somebody to 
say: I am going to get a special exemp-
tion because I am a gun show operator. 

Secondly, I do not know the history 
regarding the loophole having to do 
with pawnshops, but for gosh sakes, we 
do not want to allow somebody to basi-
cally go in to a pawnshop and say: Here 
is my 357 Magnum, and I would like to 
get a certificate. 

Maybe they stole it. A high percent-
age of people are concerned about 
pawnshops doing business, but we want 
that person to have to go through a 
background check when they pick up 
that gun. It has to be that a fairly sig-
nificant percentage of those guns have 
been stolen and acquired in some way 
we suspect may put other law-abiding 
citizens at risk. It is not unreasonable 
when they come back to redeem their 
handgun that they have to go through 
a background check. That is not an un-
reasonable limitation of their second 
amendment right to bear arms. That is 
a reasonable limitation. 

We understand that in a civil society, 
we have to give up a little bit of free-
dom from time to time in order to have 
a civil society. We do that. I do not 
have an unlimited right in freedoms. I 
have responsibilities as well, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

This amendment corrects a defi-
ciency in the Hatch-Craig amendment 
that is terribly important. It will make 
Americans safer. It will reduce the 
chances at gun shows that people who 
are dangerous who should not have 
guns will be able to buy them. It will 
reduce that chance. 

Is it going to solve all the problems 
that are associated with juvenile crime 
and violence in America? Absolutely 
not. But it is absolutely reasonable to 
say that if you are a gun show, we are 
going to regulate you when it comes to 
background checks the same way we do 
a licensed dealer, the same way that we 
regulate anybody who wants to set up 
a licensed operation: a license from 
ATF and they have to do background 
checks. 

Sometimes they have local ordi-
nances that are even more severe. In 

Omaha, you have to go to both the po-
lice department and to the sheriff’s of-
fice in order to eventually do a trans-
action when you are purchasing a 
handgun. It may have seemed unrea-
sonable in the beginning, but it is 
working. It is making our country 
safer. 

I hope colleagues who are genuinely 
trying to close this loophole will con-
sider that this amendment gets the job 
done; this amendment will make Amer-
ica safer. It is not an unreasonable 
change in our law. For those of us who 
believe the right to bear arms has 
meaning, it is a reasonable change. In 
fact, I think it is going to make it 
more likely that we will keep the laws 
that will allow law-abiding Americans 
to own guns and use those guns to 
hunt, to target practice, and all the 
other legal applications for which, ob-
viously, guns are used. I hope this 
amendment is considered seriously by 
colleagues who want to close this loop-
hole and they will support the Lauten-
berg-Kerrey amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is now 
12:19. I understand the distinguished 
Senator from California wants 3 min-
utes. I ask unanimous consent that she 
be granted 3 minutes to make her 
statement, and then I also want to 
have 1 minute to finish my side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from California is recognized for 3 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the Senator from Utah for ex-
tending me this courtesy. 

I have been sitting on the Senate 
floor since about 10 this morning lis-
tening to what has been a very fine de-
bate. What I would like to do in these 
3 minutes is put this whole debate into 
the context of reality. 

We can talk theoretically, but I 
think reality has finally begun to hit 
the American people. I think that is 
why we have seen, finally, proper at-
tention given to sensible gun laws. 

We can see here in the 11 years of the 
Vietnam war, tragically we lost 58,168 
of our finest people. That is 58,168 fami-
lies devastated—devastated—by such a 
loss. Who knows what the potential of 
those people would have been? Cer-
tainly we know that war brought this 
country to its knees, and whether you 
supported it or did not, everyone—ev-
eryone—grieves that loss. 

In 11 years in America in the war at 
home, 396,572 gun deaths, I say to my 
friends on both sides of the aisle, 11 
years, almost 400,000 of our people 
killed; 396,572 families devastated. 
Many of those are children. Every day 
in this country we have the equivalent 
of a Columbine loss. Thirteen children 
a day are killed in my home State of 
California. The No. 1 cause of death to 
children in my home State—Gunshots. 

So what are we trying to do in this 
debate with the juvenile justice bill on 
both sides? I think we want to make 

this country safer for children. The de-
bate comes on how you do it. 

The distinguished Senator from Utah 
said: You’re pushing gun amendments 
on us. And just how far do you want to 
go? 

My answer, as just one Senator, is: 
As long as it takes to change this. We 
have to change the reality that our 
children face. 

When you ask parents today, do they 
feel secure when they send their kids 
off to school, no, they don’t. 

One of the things we could do is close 
the gun show loophole. Senator LAU-
TENBERG offered us that opportunity. It 
was voted down narrowly. He and Sen-
ator KERREY have teamed up. They 
have made a few changes which I think 
strengthen the amendment. We want to 
try again to close the gun show loop-
hole. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
op-ed in the Los Angeles Times by 
Janet Reno be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Los Angeles Times] 
LET’S CLOSE THE GUN SHOW LOOPHOLE 

(By Janet Reno) 
The U.S. Senate has a historic opportunity 

to make our streets and communities safer 
by closing the loophole that lets felons, fugi-
tives and other prohibited people buy deadly 
weapons at gun shows without Brady back-
ground checks. Last week, the Senate passed 
an amendment that not only fails to close 
the loophole but creates new ones, letting 
criminals redeem their guns from pawn-
brokers without background checks, weak-
ening the Brady checks that currently are 
made at gun shows and, for the first time in 
more than 30 years, allowing federal firearms 
dealers to cross state lines to sell guns. 

I have watched this debate unfold with sad-
ness, but I remain committed to working 
with the Senate on this issue. In 1993, we 
worked in a bipartisan fashion to pass the 
Brady law, which has prevented more than 
250,000 felons and others who should not have 
guns from getting them. I am hopeful that 
we can regain this spirit of bipartisanship 
and, together, take the common-sense step 
of expanding the Brady law’s protections to 
gun shows. 

So far, the Senate has passed two gun show 
amendments, but neither one actually closes 
the gun show loophole. Although the second 
proposal is in some ways better than the 
original, regrettably—and contrary to some 
reports—the modified amendment leaves the 
most dangerous loopholes of the original 
amendment untouched and adds at least one 
more, by weakening the Brady checks cur-
rently done at gun shows. 

While the new proposal would require some 
buyers to get background checks at gun 
shows, it would not ensure that all such sales 
go through a check. Moreover, it cuts back 
the time that law enforcement has to com-
plete a Brady background check from three 
business days to 24 hours, even though the 
court records that are sometimes needed to 
finish the check are unavailable on weekends 
when most gun shows take place. This in-
creases the chances that criminals will be 
able to buy weapons at weekend gun shows, 
because if the background check cannot be 
completed within 24 hours, the criminal can 
get the gun. Although more than 70% of 
Brady background checks can be completed 
within minutes, some require law enforce-
ment officers to track down additional 
records. 
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With all of the flaws and loopholes created 

by this amendment, even in its modified 
version, is there a better alternative? Fortu-
nately, there is. Last November, President 
Clinton directed Treasury Secretary Robert 
E. Rubin and me to make recommendations 
on closing the gun show loophole. We pub-
lished a report in January that lays out a 
streamlined approach using federally li-
censed firearms dealers to do all the back-
ground checks at gun shows, even for unli-
censed sellers. We also proposed a way to get 
limited information about the makes and 
models of guns sold so that we would have 
the ability to trace the guns if they were 
later used in a crime. In contrast, the 
amendment passed Friday will decrease our 
tracing ability, because checks will be done 
by people who have no obligation to cooper-
ate with tracing requests. 

Our proposal allows gun shows as we know 
them to continue but ensures that no one 
who is barred from having a gun can buy one 
at a gun show. The carefully drafted bill by 
Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg (D–N.J.) follows 
many of our recommendations. 

There is still time for the Senate to revisit 
this important issue and adopt legislation 
that plugs the gun show loophole once and 
for all. We want to work with Congress to de-
velop sound, workable and effective pro-
posals to close loopholes in our gun laws. 
The current amendment, even as modified, 
moves us in the wrong direction. 

Mrs. BOXER. I simply say that Janet 
Reno has talked here about why it is 
important to try to finally close this 
loophole. She points out that the Sen-
ators on the other side who offered 
their loophole closing simply did not 
close the loophole. Senator KERREY 
pointed out that new designation of 
dealers who were exempted. 

The pawnshop loophole, let me talk 
about that, my friends. This weakens 
the law from its current status. 

I ask for 30 additional seconds, and 
then I will close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. The pawnshop loophole, 
which was opened up by my friends on 
the other side, if you are going to a 
pawnshop, you are five times more 
likely to be a criminal. What they do is 
to say no background checks anymore. 
What else do they do to weaken the 
current law? They say that you can 
only have 24 hours to finish the back-
ground check at a gun show. 

My friends, in 20 percent of those 
cases they need more time; they have 
to call the FBI. The FBI is telling us 
that isn’t a good step; it is going the 
create more death and destruction. 

So, in closing, let me urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to fi-
nally close this loophole in the right 
way and support the Lautenberg- 
Kerrey legislation. 

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
league from Utah for his generous spir-
it in giving me this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 1 minute. 

Mr. HATCH. I may need a little bit 
more than that because of Senator 
KERREY’s remarks and the remarks of 
the Senator from California. So I will 
ask unanimous consent when I do that. 

Senator KERREY says a lot of pawn-
shop guns could be stolen. But let me 

remind the Senator that State law al-
ready requires a check with State or 
local law enforcement agencies. If the 
gun is stolen, the State law catches 
this. So the Lautenberg amendment 
does not do anything particularly good 
on that. 

Without the special license provision, 
gunsmiths and others will not go into a 
regulated gun show. It is just that sim-
ple. These people generally do not have 
to be licensed now. Under the bill as 
currently amended, we require them to 
keep records and to comply with all of 
the provisions of the Gun Control Act. 
If we regulate gun shows without a spe-
cial licensee, we will force these people 
into the black market. So let’s require 
them to be licensed. That is one of the 
points I was making there. All the 
other points I made I do not think have 
been rebutted at all. 

Mr. President, we now reach that 
point where we have the debate on four 
amendments, 10 minutes equally di-
vided. We will begin with the Wellstone 
amendment No. 358; then we will go to 
the Sessions amendment No. 357; then 
to the Ashcroft amendment No. 361; 
and then the Santorum amendment No. 
360, with the votes to occur beginning 
at 1 p.m., as I understand it. 

Should we go with Sessions first? I 
will be happy to do that. Let me rear-
range the order. We will start with Ses-
sions amendment No. 357, then 
Wellstone amendment No. 358, then 
Ashcroft amendment No. 361, and then 
Santorum amendment No. 360. OK. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 357 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, is 

there a time agreement on this debate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-

utes equally divided. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, from 

time to time, those of us in Congress 
hear complaints about governmental 
literature, brochures, pamphlets, and 
booklets paid for by the taxpayers who 
believe there is contained within them 
messages, content, material, ten-
dencies, and philosophies that they be-
lieve are unjustified. 

It is not possible, frankly, for us to 
manage that, as probably most people 
think we do. Particularly, this juvenile 
crime bill will produce about $1 billion 
in new spending for juvenile crime, and 
over half of that will be for prevention. 
Much of it will then be used, as part of 
the prevention effort, to produce cer-
tain literature that will be used in 
schools and other organizations. 

So the question is: What do we do 
about it? Someone suggested that, 
well, you need to pass a law that pro-
hibits them from spending money 
which says things that may offend me. 
I am not sure how we could write a law 
that would say that. I am not sure we 
even ought to attempt to do that. 

But there is a problem, a disquiet, an 
unease in America about some of the 
material getting printed at taxpayers’ 
expense. Both liberals and conserv-
atives sometimes are not happy with 

material. So I thought this would be a 
suggestion that we might try with re-
gard to the funds expended under this 
juvenile offender accountability grant 
program that we have. 

There would be a disclaimer, lan-
guage placed on all literature funded 
by this bill. It would simply say this: 
‘‘These materials are printed at Gov-
ernment expense.’’ 

In addition, it would have these 
words: ‘‘If you object to the accuracy 
of the material, the completeness of 
the material, the representations in 
the material, including objections to 
the material’s characterizations of per-
sons’ religious beliefs, you are encour-
aged to direct your comments to the 
Office of the Attorney General of the 
United States.’’ 

It directs the Attorney General to 
designate an office. There is an address 
that will be put on the literature to re-
ceive the material and to periodically, 
every 6 months, send a summary to the 
Congress of what the comments re-
ceived were, because we are funding 
these materials. 

When we send a grant to a certain 
community to do a drug treatment pro-
gram, a mental health program, or an 
antiviolence program, the Members of 
this body may not know what was in 
that material. Oftentimes people get it 
and they do not like it. They think it 
is inaccurate or unfair. I think they 
ought to have a chance to express that. 

I do not know how anybody could be-
lieve this would be an objectionable 
thing. If the Government is going to 
fund the literature, people ought to be 
told that they can object and where 
they can send their objection. If there 
are numerous objections, we can take a 
look at them. If it is inaccurate or dis-
criminates against a particular group, 
then we ought to be prepared to ask 
questions in our oversight capacity in 
Congress. As chairman of the Youth 
Violence Subcommittee, we have over-
sight over the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice programs. We look at Office of Ju-
venile Justice programs. So if we are 
getting a lot of complaints about the 
material, we can raise that with them 
and make sure they are exercising le-
gitimate supervision over those mate-
rials. 

It is a simple amendment. I do not 
think it would cost anything. The At-
torney General could certainly be able 
to receive these materials, assemble 
them, and summarize them for the 
Congress. They could be maintained so 
that if anybody wanted to, they could 
go read the complaints. I think it 
would result in high-quality literature. 
In fact, I think that if a person knows 
when they are producing literature 
that it is required to put on it informa-
tion concerning complaints and writing 
the Attorney General of the United 
States, they are probably going to take 
more care to see that the material is 
produced accurately and fairly. 

Those are the comments I have on 
that at this time. 

On the other matter regarding gun 
shows, I think that what is frustrating 
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the people that I am hearing from, and 
that I think most of us are hearing 
from, is that people who go to gun 
shows are good people. A gun show is a 
traditional thing. 

Has my time expired? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. They are getting 
tired of being blamed. These are good 
people. The murder rate in Wash-
ington, DC, is one of the highest in 
America. Who suggests that the guns 
criminals have here come from gun 
shows? That is not where guns used in 
crime are coming from. What I am 
hearing is, let us prosecute the crimi-
nals with the guns. That is why Gen-
eral Reno’s comments are, to me, frus-
trating, almost irritating, because dur-
ing her watch we have seen a collapse 
of the prosecution of criminals with 
guns, a 40-percent decline. At the same 
time, we want to shift burdens on peo-
ple who are not committing crimes. 
That is what is causing the tension 
here. 

Senator HATCH has worked very hard 
with the Members of the Democratic 
Party to try to reach an agreement in 
which we can maintain accurate con-
trols over guns that are sold in gun 
shows and so forth but, at the same 
time, not burden excessively innocent 
people. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I do not 

know of any opposition to the amend-
ment or anybody to speak on it. I won-
der if the minority will yield back its 
time? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we reserve the time in oppo-
sition to this amendment and we move 
on to the next amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum with the time 
charged to the proponents on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum with the time 
charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 358, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment, as modified, be sent to the 
desk. I believe this has been cleared 

with the other side. It is technical. 
There were some original cosponsors, 
Senator MIKULSKI and Senator HARKIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, what is the change 
that was sent? I am sorry. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. The amount of 
money originally was improperly des-
ignated. I also added two original co-
sponsors. 

Mr. HATCH. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
(The text of the amendment (No. 358), 

as modified, is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me just start out by saying that one of 
the real weaknesses in this legislation 
as it is now written is that there is no 
specificity about the allowable use of 
funding for school-based counseling or 
mental health services to all students 
through qualified counselors or psy-
chologists or social workers. 

My colleague, Senator SESSIONS, has 
referred to other activities that can be 
used to prevent juvenile delinquency, 
but this phrase is vague. It gives no en-
couragement to schools to use the 
funding that they need to have the 
counselors. 

The only place where we really might 
see an opportunity for counseling serv-
ices would be in boot camps and com-
munity-based projects and services, but 
kids already have to be delinquents in 
order to receive this kind of coun-
seling. 

Mr. President, what I say here today 
is that I do not know about other col-
leagues, but as I travel Minnesota, 
what I hear more than anything else, 
above and beyond the need to get 
tougher on guns, is, Senator, we need 
more counselors. We need to have an 
infrastructure of support for our chil-
dren in our schools. This amendment is 
the 100,000 school counselors amend-
ment. 

This amendment would call for fund-
ing from the Federal Government, on a 
one-third, one-third, one-third match-
ing basis. It would be $340 million a 
year over the next 5 years. Now, my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
may stand up and say: This is $340 mil-
lion a year. 

To that, I say to my colleagues on 
the other side: When are we going to 
get serious? We continue to talk about 
children. We continue to talk about 
our concern for children. Now we are 
talking more and more about our con-
cern for at-risk children. Now we are 
talking more and more about how to 
get to kids before they get into trou-
ble. And what we hear all across our 
land from our educators, from women 
and men who are working with chil-
dren every day, is that we don’t have 
the funding for counselors. 

Mr. President, right now we have an 
average of about 1 counselor per 500 

students across the land. One counselor 
for 500 students. That counselor can’t 
even begin to reach out and help some 
of the kids who are in trouble. 

This is a huge weakness in this legis-
lation. If we want to get to kids before 
they get into trouble, if we want to re-
spond to the voice in the country about 
what we need to do better—and I hear 
this from everyone in Minnesota—then 
we need to support this 100,000 school 
counselors amendment. There is noth-
ing we can do that would be more im-
portant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Who yields time? Who yields time in 
opposition to the amendment? Who 
yields time in opposition to the 
Wellstone amendment No. 358? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he needs to the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The Senator from 
Missouri is here, and when he is ready, 
I will yield to him. 

Mr. President, I am not hearing 
every day that what we need as a No. 1 
priority of schools in America is more 
counselors. There are a lot of needs in 
schools. Maybe we need to expand Head 
Start, maybe we need other programs, 
maybe we need computers, or men-
toring programs, some of which work 
well. We have not had hearings on it. 
This is an issue that ought to be raised 
in the Senator’s Education Committee, 
and it ought not to be part of a crime 
bill at this time. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, let me 
once again start by complimenting the 
Senator from Minnesota’s commitment 
to the problems associated with mental 
health conditions. 

I share his commitment, but I have a 
number of grave concerns about his 
amendment to provide $1 billion a year 
in new funding to hire over 100,000 
school-based mental health personnel. 

As I noted in my statement yester-
day, there is no evidence whatsoever to 
support the assertion that the recent 
tragedies in Colorado and Oregon 
would have been prevented by having 
more school counselors. 

Let me reiterate what I observed yes-
terday: it has been reported that both 
Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold had got-
ten fairly extensive individual coun-
seling, had undergone anger-manage-
ment training and had gotten affirma-
tive evaluations from counselors. 

One of Dylan Klebold’s teachers had 
expressed concern about some of the 
things he was writing in English class 
to a counselor. 

It has also been reported that the 15- 
year-old Oregon killer, Kip Kinkel was 
currently in counseling, along with his 
parents, when he killed them and went 
on to kill two of his classmates and in-
jure a number of others. 

Please don’t misunderstand me, Mr. 
President, I do not want in any way to 
undercut the very fine and vital work 
done by counselors in my state of Utah 
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and around the country. I respect 
them. Their work is important and val-
uable and I support their efforts 100 
percent. 

I merely make the point that more 
counselors would not have prevented 
these recent tragedies. 

Additionally, Mr. President, as a par-
ent and grandparent, I have an almost 
knee-jerk reaction whenever I hear 
that the federal government is—once 
again—attempting to micromanage 
public education. 

I believe that we can best support our 
local schools by adequately funding 
current federal education programs and 
allowing state and local education 
agencies the flexibility to make impor-
tant education decisions unencumbered 
by federal regulation. 

I sincerely beleive that $1 billion of 
new federal taxpayer dollars will not 
do as much to encourage a renewed 
commitment to strengthen mental 
health outreach as local school boards, 
parent groups and local civic mental 
health and law enforcement organiza-
tions working together. 

This amendment is a Washington 
knows best, big money, unfunded an-
swer to complicated questions that can 
best be addressed through local efforts. 

Mr. President, I get am getting a lit-
tle tired of seeing some of our col-
leagues throwing money at issues with-
out regard to costs. I am geting a little 
tired of hearing that the answer to ev-
erything around here is simply to 
throw more money at it. There is no 
question that counselors can be effec-
tive, but a lot of other things are too, 
and we have a lot of effective programs 
in this bill. Frankly, it is time to get 
this bill passed and quit delaying it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 30 seconds 
to respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This is a modified 
amendment. It is for $340 million a 
year, not $1 billion, as the Senator 
said. All Senators should know that. 

Second of all, I get a little tired of 
Senators talking about how much we 
care about kids and education, and we 
can’t have our schools and school dis-
tricts put in some money, which we 
will match, so we can have more sup-
port services for these kids. We gave $8 
billion more for the Pentagon than the 
President wanted. We got money for 
breaks for oil companies and money for 
breaks for all sorts of other special in-
terests. But all of a sudden we don’t 
have the money to provide resources 
for these school districts. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we con-
tinue to throw money at these prob-
lems and not solve them. First, the 
Senator’s bill called for $1 billion and 
now it calls for $340,000,000. Which one 
is it? And how do we know that this 
latest amount is what is needed? We 
can’t keep pulling extraordinary 
amounts of money out of thin air and 
justify spending the amounts because 
problems may exist. We continue to 

take time on this floor to delay a bill 
that can help solve these problems. The 
fact is that we take care of a lot of 
these problems in the bill without 
throwing an inordinate amount of 
money toward them. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
resent the accusation that this is tak-
ing up time and delaying this bill. 

Senator, if you were worried about 
at-risk kids and helping kids before 
they get into trouble and wind up in-
carcerated and committing violent 
crimes, then you would want to sup-
port the kind of support services we 
can provide in schools. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I don’t 
want to take too much time, but I will 
take 30 more seconds. 

Look, you are not the only Senator 
on this floor who cares about kids. I 
have a record of 23 years of leading a 
fight for most of the children’s pro-
grams that have passed here. And 
every one of them takes into carefull 
consideration how much money should 
or should not be spent—child care, the 
child health insurance bill; you name 
it, I have been there. Right now, I am 
raising over $2 million for the Pedi-
atric AIDS Foundation. I don’t need to 
be lectured by the Senator from Min-
nesota, whose answer to everything is 
to throw more money at every prob-
lem. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to respond to that comment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HATCH. I object, unless it is for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I can do it in 30 
seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 30 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Senator, I would 
never criticize your record. You are a 
friend. But I intend to respond to the 
remarks you made on the floor of the 
Senate that this kind of an amendment 
is taking up people’s time and delaying 
passage of this bill. This is very rel-
evant to what we need to do to help 
kids before they get into trouble. I am 
surprised that my colleague, with all of 
his good work, doesn’t understand that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
AMENDMENT NO. 361 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, we will proceed to 
amendment No. 361, sponsored by Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, with 10 minutes equal-
ly divided. 

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
want to thank a number of Senators 
before I begin making my remarks be-
cause this amendment is the culmina-
tion of the work of a number of individ-
uals, including Senators HUTCHISON, 
DEWINE, ALLARD, ABRAHAM of Michi-
gan, GREGG of New Hampshire, HELMS 
of North Carolina, and Senator COVER-
DELL of Georgia. All of these individ-

uals participated to assemble the com-
ponents of this amendment, which is 
an amendment designed to promote 
safety in our schools and to prevent vi-
olence in our schools. So I thank all of 
those Senators. If any of them comes 
to the floor, I will happily yield to 
them for them to give particular em-
phasis to the items they brought to the 
table here. 

This amendment contains a number 
of provisions that give schools and 
communities additional ways to pre-
vent youth violence. It would free local 
school districts to put Federal money 
to use where the Federal money will do 
the most good to prevent future vio-
lence. 

Under this amendment, schools will 
be able to choose where best to spend 
Federal resources under titles 4 and 6 
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. These are allowable uses 
which would include violence preven-
tion training, school safety equipment 
such as metal detectors, or for school 
resource officers. 

The amendment clarifies that noth-
ing in Federal law stands in the way of 
a local decision to introduce a dress 
code or school uniform policy. Without 
taking the time at this moment, a 
number of schools would like to be able 
to do this. In the places where they 
have been able to do it, they have 
found that it reduces violence and in-
creases student productivity. It has 
been good. 

This would allow schools, if they are 
going to use their Federal resources, to 
use them, and one of the permissible 
ways would be to invest in establishing 
such a policy. 

The amendment contains a provision 
that provides certain liability protec-
tions for school personnel when they 
undertake reasonable actions to main-
tain order and discipline in safe edu-
cational circumstances or to promote 
an environment of safety for education. 
This is a very important provision. 
This one, sponsored by Senator COVER-
DELL of Georgia, offers teachers limited 
civil liability against frivolous and ar-
bitrary lawsuits. 

We don’t really need for teachers, 
who need to be involved in disciplining 
students, to be thinking about the fact 
that they are going to be sued if they 
exercise the right kind of discipline. 

The limits are reasonable. They are 
against frivolous and arbitrary law-
suits—the kind of limit that we placed 
to help encourage volunteerism last 
year when we had the Volunteer Pro-
tection Act. That is the kind of thing 
we want to do to make sure that teach-
ers can have better control and are free 
to take necessary steps to provide dis-
cipline in the classroom. 

Senator HELMS’ language makes cer-
tain that a school discipline record fol-
lows a student when a student trans-
fers to another public or private 
school. The language allows schools to 
run background checks on any school 
employee who works with children. I 
think this is reasonable. We should 
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know who the individuals are who are 
employed in our schools. Providing this 
kind of capacity and opportunity is a 
step in the right direction, a step for-
ward. It is necessary for schools, espe-
cially given the mobility of students 
and families, to be able to know about 
the discipline record of a student who 
comes to the school. Learning too late 
can be a deadly matter, as I learned a 
few years ago in a tragic case in St. 
Louis, where a student transferred 
from one school to the next and the 
discipline record didn’t follow. And be-
fore they learned of this student’s pro-
pensity to stalk young women, he mur-
dered another student, stalking a 
woman, a young woman, into the rest-
room of a high school. 

Senator DEWINE has a provision that 
allows the coordination of adolescent 
mental health and substance abuse 
services. That is part of this amend-
ment. 

The amendment includes language 
from Senator ABRAHAM that allows 
schools to use Safe and Drug Free 
Schools funds for drug testing. Stu-
dents who are the subject of serious 
discipline problems may well be better 
off if we have the capacity of asking 
them to undergo drug tests. We fund it 
and provide the availability or the 
freedom to use funds in that respect. 

I really want to thank my colleagues 
who worked with me on this task force: 
Senators DEWINE, HUTCHINSON, GREGG, 
ALLARD, COVERDELL, HELMS, and 
HATCH. 

I look forward to the passage of these 
proposals that are included in this edu-
cation task force package: The amend-
ments on school safety and violence 
prevention, and safety and security in 
our schools. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
By the way, the Chair informs the 

Senator from Missouri that his time 
has expired. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. The Senator from 
Missouri thanks the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
going to speak on the Sessions amend-
ment No. 357, and I understand there is 
time in opposition. Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 5 minutes remaining on that time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, notwith-
standing my friendship with the Sen-
ator from Alabama, I will oppose his 
amendment. 

The amendment mandates that all 
Federal, State, or local governments 
and nongovernmental entities that re-
ceive any funds under this bill have to 
place a written disclaimer on all mate-
rials produced or distributed to the 
public. 

The amendment also mandates the 
Attorney General report every six 
months to Congress on all public com-
ments received based on these dis-
claimers, although it doesn’t say how 
many hundreds of people may have to 
be hired to do this. 

The amendment is unfortunate. We 
are trying to pass a serious and com-
prehensive bill to address juvenile 
crime. I don’t understand why the 
other side would be insisting on placing 
a one-paragraph disclaimer on all pub-
lications from any entity that receives 
funds under this bill. It would apply to 
any nonprofit organization that uses 
Federal support under this bill. 

For example, suppose the Boys and 
Girls Clubs used it to set up an after-
school process. Do they have to put a 
disclaimer on it? Suppose they have a 
leaflet passed out saying: Come at 5:30 
to play softball, but we want you to 
have this disclaimer, and if you have 
any comments about it, write to the 
Attorney General so the Attorney Gen-
eral can report to the Congress. 

I can see it: I was called out at third 
base. I don’t think I was out. What is 
the Attorney General going to do about 
this? 

That is what this disclaimer asks for. 
What about the Red Cross? Well, they 

gave me a lousy cookie when I came in 
to donate blood. I want to know what 
the Attorney General is going to do 
about it. 

The amendment is also dangerous be-
cause it can siphon off funds that can 
be used to prevent juvenile crime and 
punish juvenile offenders. It places an 
unfunded mandate on Federal, State, 
and local governments. It takes re-
sources away from real crime-fighting 
programs. Nobody knows how much it 
is going to cost State, Federal, and 
local governments and nonprofit orga-
nizations to comply with this dis-
claimer requirement. 

How much does it cost the Depart-
ment of Justice? I would like to know 
how much it is going to cost for the 6- 
month reporting requirements. Obvi-
ously, the Department of Justice 
should have people devoted to crime 
fighting and who will be there to tally 
reports. And it will not be fanciful to 
think of somebody who got called out 
at third base in a softball game put to-
gether by the Boys and Girls Clubs who 
thinks the Attorney General should 
look into it. 

The Department of Justice already 
prints its name and address on all pub-
lications. Why a further unfunded man-
date? 

Unless we have questions and an-
swers about how much it is going to 
cost and how much it is going to take 
away from real crime fighting, I would 
oppose it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? This is in opposition to 
the Ashcroft amendment. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I believe we have 5 

minutes. Is that correct? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 4 minutes. 
Mr. President, this amendment is 

harmless, though I question how effec-
tive and useful it is. 

It provides for some coordinated 
mental health services at the level. But 
there is already some limited mental 
health coverage in the underlying bill. 
And I find it interesting that the Sen-
ator from Missouri rejected our pro-
posal to give SAMHSA the resources to 
really do the job. 

The amendment provides for back-
ground checks on school employees. 
That’s already allowable under current 
law. 

It allows schools to require uniforms. 
There is nothing to prohibit that now. 

It creates a Commission on Char-
acter. That is fine. 

But if we really wanted to make a 
difference, we would fulfill the commit-
ment made last year to reduce class 
sizes by hiring 100,000 new teachers. 
Teachers should not have to do crowd 
control. 

If we really wanted to make a dif-
ference, we would help communities 
build new classrooms and schools and 
modernize their facilities. This means 
smaller classes and smaller schools, so 
teachers and school officials get to 
know the children they teach. You 
have heard of ‘‘road rage.’’ Well some 
schools have ‘‘hall rage,’’ where hall-
ways are so crowded they actually in-
crease violence in schools. 

If we really wanted to make a dif-
ference, we would expand after school 
programs to attend to children in the 
afternoons—keeping them off the 
streets and out of trouble. Each day, 5 
million children are left home alone 
after school, and that is unacceptable. 

If you asked parents what is most 
important to reducing youth violence— 
uniforms or smaller classes—I am cer-
tain that smaller classes would win 
hands down. 

If you asked parents what is most 
important—a character commission or 
after school programs—the after school 
programs would win hands down. 

If you asked parents what is most 
important—to reiterate that you can 
conduct background checks on teach-
ers or building more classrooms and 
better classrooms—the better class-
rooms would win hands down. 

So I see nothing harmful in this 
amendment, but I hope we can get to 
the real issues that concern parents 
and communities—smaller classes, bet-
ter schools, more after school pro-
grams. 

I withhold the remainder of the time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is time 

being reserved? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the remainder 

of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

on this amendment has expired. 
AMENDMENT NO. 360 

We will now move to amendment No. 
360. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

rise to support my amendment. The 
amendment is offered to address a 
problem in this country which we have 
talked a lot about here, which is the 
short amount of time that people serve 
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in prison and, in fact, are sentenced to 
prison for the most violent of crimes in 
our society. 

The chart says the average prison 
time served for rape in this country is 
only 51⁄2 years, and that, by the way, is 
a slight increase over the past dozen or 
so years. Average prison time served 
for child molestation is 4 years; 4 years 
for child molestation. The average 
time served for homicide is just 8 
years. 

These statistics are for time served. 
Time sentenced, in many cases, is just 
a little bit more than that, but not sig-
nificantly more than that. 

It is a very serious problem, particu-
larly in the area of raping and sexually 
molesting a child, where the recidivism 
rate is very high, where we are putting 
back on the street to terrorize our citi-
zenry, people who should be incarcer-
ated for a much longer period of time. 

A group of Members, MATT SALMON 
in the House of Representatives, and I 
in the Senate, have introduced a bill 
called Aimee’s law, named after Aimee 
Willard, a victim of a horrible rape and 
murder in the city of Philadelphia by a 
man, Arthur Bomar, who was released 
from prison in Nevada—released after 
murdering someone in Nevada, released 
after not serving his full sentence. By 
the way, he was violent in Nevada and 
had assaulted a woman while in prison, 
but Nevada let him out early. Unfortu-
nately, Arthur Bomar found Aimee 
Willard and Aimee was brutally mur-
dered and raped. 

Aimee’s mom, Gail Willard, has put 
together a group of people who said it 
is time to get people who are convicted 
of these horrible crimes to serve out 
their sentences and to send a message 
to States—many States in this country 
have very light sentences for many of 
these crimes—to send a message to 
States that we want tougher sen-
tencing laws on the books for these 
violent crimes and violent criminals. 

MATT SALMON introduced in the 
House, and I introduced an amendment 
in the Senate, which does something 
very simple: If someone is released 
from prison as a result of these kinds 
of violent acts, they are released from 
prison and go to another State and 
they commit one of these crimes, that 
the State that released that prisoner 
has to pay the costs of apprehension, 
prosecution, and incarceration to the 
State that has to deal with this person 
that they let out of jail. 

It takes the Federal funding stream— 
we have Federal funds that go to all 
the States—and basically takes some 
of those Federal funds and shifts them 
from one State to another. It is a mat-
ter of disignating some Federal funds, 
rather than to Pennsylvania, because 
Pennsylvania let someone out early 
and that convicted felon went to Ohio 
and committed a crime—Pennsylvania 
would lose Federal funds—to Ohio to 
pay for the apprehension, prosecution 
and incarceration of that criminal. 

This is a bill supported by 39 victims’ 
rights organizations, including: 

KlaasKids Foundation and Polly Klaas’ 
father, Marc Klaas; Fred Goldman; Gail 
Willard; the Fraternal Order of Police; 
Law Enforcement Alliance of America; 
International Children’s Rights Re-
source Center; Justice for All; National 
Association of Crime Victims’ Rights; 
the Women’s Coalition. 

The above mentioned people and or-
ganizations and a variety of other na-
tional organizations consider this one 
of their highest priority bills, to send a 
message that if a State has very le-
nient sentencings and they let someone 
out, that State will get hit with a bill; 
that State will lose some of their Fed-
eral block grant funds. 

We want tougher sentences and we 
want truth in sentences. We have pro-
visions in this amendment that say if 
you don’t live up to truth in sentencing 
and you are not a truth-in-sentencing 
State, you can be liable if someone gets 
out of jail in one of those States and 
goes to another State and commits a 
similar crime. You can lose Federal 
funds. 

We are trying to send a very clear 
message that these crimes should be 
dealt with seriously. A child molester 
who receives 4 years in prison, when 
you consider the recidivism rate, is an 
abomination. 

We have 134,000 convicted sex offend-
ers right now living in our commu-
nities because of these kind of laws and 
because of the enforcement and pros-
ecution and leniency by our courts or 
by our parole systems. We have to do 
something about this to protect our 
children, to protect our society from 
the rapists and child molesters and 
murderers in our society. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Senator has 5 minutes 
in opposition. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 
oppose this amendment. I think it is, 
as drafted, extremely complicated and 
can create a great deal of problems 
with some States to the extent it over-
rides their ability to make determina-
tions of who they go after and how. I 
understand what the Senator from 
Pennsylvania wants. I encourage that 
we accept the amendment. 

Of course, he is entitled to a vote if 
he wishes, and between now and con-
ference we might work more on the 
language to see if there are areas of un-
necessary complication that could be 
removed. 

I do not oppose the amendment. I 
yield back the time on this side. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
Santorum amendment aims at trying 
to reduce the number of tragedies that 
result when persons convicted of seri-
ous offenses obtain early release and 
then repeat the offense. 

But the mechanism it selects to ad-
vance that goal is so unworkable that 
it will undermine its laudable purpose. 
The same crime is defined differently 
by different States. Average terms of 
imprisonment imposed by States are 
different from average actual lengths 

of imprisonment. Indeed, that is part of 
the problem. Those are just two of the 
unworkable parts of Sec. (c)(1)(C)(ii). 

One big problem in Sec. (c)(1)(B) is 
that the cost of incarceration of an in-
dividual can’t be known unless one can 
predict his or her life expectancy. 

An unworkable procedure will not 
help this cause. It will set it back, I am 
afraid, and I cannot vote for it. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I am 
saddened by the tragic circumstances 
that have motivated my distinguished 
colleague from Pennsylvania to offer 
his amendment. It is understandable 
that concerned citizens hope to avoid 
crime committed by people who are re-
leased from prison. And I might favor 
states increasing the length of sen-
tences of violent offenders. But that 
choice should be that of the states, and 
not one essentially forced on states by 
the Federal Government for fear of los-
ing their criminal assistance funds. 
That view by itself leads me to oppose 
this amendment, although the par-
ticular way in which this amendment 
will operate causes me particular con-
cern. 

States are not mere appendages of 
the federal government to be called 
upon to do the Federal Government’s 
bidding every time we think we’ve got 
a good idea. State sentencing for state 
crime is a state matter. 

The amendment provides that in any 
case in which a person is convicted of 
murder, rape, or a dangerous sexual of-
fense as defined by state law, and that 
person previously has been convicted of 
that offense in another state, the state 
of the prior conviction will have de-
ducted from the federal criminal jus-
tice funds it receives, and transferred 
to the state where the subsequent of-
fense occurred, the cost of the appre-
hension, prosecution, and incarceration 
of the offender, unless the original 
state has: (1) adopted the federal truth 
in sentencing guidelines; (2) imposed a 
sentence on persons for these offenses 
that is at least 10 percent above the av-
erage term of imprisonment for that 
offense that is imposed in all states; 
and (3) made the particular offender 
serve at least 85 percent of his sen-
tence. 

Mr. President, my opposition to this 
provision is based primarily on fed-
eralism. States should be free to adopt 
the sentences that they choose. They 
should also be able to adopt the parole 
policies of their choice. States that im-
pose short sentences or lenient parole 
policies will bear most of the cost 
themselves if released criminals com-
mit future offenses. 

Under this amendment, states must 
adopt the federal sentencing guidelines 
if they wish to be certain to avoid los-
ing federal funds. The states will have 
their sentencing policies for these of-
fenses not drafted by their state legis-
lators in their state capitals, nor even 
by Congress. State judges will lose the 
ability to exercise whatever discretion 
in sentencing their states permit. In-
stead, the unelected bureaucrats of the 
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United States Sentencing Commission 
will set the sentences for state crimi-
nals who commit these offenses. I have 
no criticism of these individuals pur-
suing the task that Congress has given 
them, particularly since their work is 
subject to congressional review. But 
they were not and should not be given 
the power to set state sentences, unan-
swerable to the states who will be 
forced to silently acquiesce to their ef-
forts. 

In addition, a state seeking to retain 
its federal funding by complying with 
the three conditions of this amendment 
would incur much greater expense than 
any loss of funds it would sustain if it 
were not to comply with the condi-
tions. States who seek to sentence at 
more than 110 percent of the average 
will be required to spend huge sums on 
new prisons to hold these offenders. In 
addition to construction costs, there 
will be additional costs of personnel 
and other operating expenses. Such 
long sentences will also mean that the 
states will incur huge medical expenses 
for older prisoners, for fear of losing 
federal funds if they were released and 
committed new offenses. If a state 
wanted to incur these costs without 
this amendment, it could do so, but 
this bill will for all practical purposes 
force states to do so without funding 
any of the resulting costs. In addition, 
states sentencing for such a long dura-
tion may not be sentencing wisely. 
Some offenders deserve parole. Not all 
offenders are incorrigible. Some offend-
ers can be helped by religion or coun-
seling to lead law abiding lives, return-
ing to their families, safely living 
among the community, avoiding the 
need for states to incur costly prison 
expenses, and actually becoming pro-
ductive, taxpaying citizens. This 
amendment essentially deprives a state 
of that choice, and may result in the 
unjustified continuation of imprison-
ment of certain persons, harming that 
person, his family, the community, and 
taxpayers generally. 

The 110 percent of the national aver-
age sentence requirement is troubling 
for other reasons as well. By definition, 
half the states will be below average, 
and even a larger number will not sen-
tence for 110 percent or more of the na-
tional average. That will mean that 
most states will not be able to avoid 
the risk of losing their federal funds, 
no matter how hard they try to comply 
with the amendment’s conditions. And 
since the average is not static, a state 
that is above 110 percent in one year 
may not be at that level the following 
year. As a result, the amendment 
would result in states continuously in-
creasing their sentences in what will 
probably be a vain effort to be one of 
the above average states. And how will 
the average be calculated? Is a 99 year 
sentence longer or shorter than a life 
sentence? Is a death sentence imposed 
after 5 years longer or shorter than a 
life sentence without parole? I suppose 
states will have an incentive under this 
bill to adopt not only a death penalty, 

but to sentence the defendant to 1000 
years besides. It is not Washington’s 
business whether or not a state has a 
death penalty for state crimes. That 
decision should be made by the people 
of a state and no one else, consistent 
with constitutional requirements. 

Apart from opposing this amendment 
on federalism grounds, I also note the 
existence of significant drafting prob-
lems that will result in what I am sure 
the sponsors would consider to be unin-
tended consequences. For instance, the 
amendment defines ‘‘murder’’ and 
‘‘rape’’ by reference to state law. But 
some states will never be in a situation 
in which a person convicted of murder 
has been released from serving a mur-
der sentence or rape sentence in their 
state. For instance, Vermont has no 
crime of rape, but only sexual assault. 
No one can be convicted of rape who 
was convicted of rape previously in 
Vermont. Wisconsin has no rape or 
murder statutes, but simply inten-
tional homicide and sexual assault. 
One can well imagine that if this 
amendment passes, states will manipu-
late the label placed on various con-
duct so that it can make sure to con-
vict persons for ‘‘murder’’ or ‘‘rape’’ 
however defined under another state’s 
law—and in such a way as now not re-
motely considered to constitute these 
crimes—while convicting persons in 
their own state for ‘‘intentional homi-
cide’’ or ‘‘sexual assault.’’ That kind of 
manipulation will produce virtual an-
archy. While the House companion bill 
avoids this particular problem because 
it defines these offenses without regard 
to state law, I note that the House bill 
is equally objectionable in its own way, 
since the crimes that it covers are 
broader than the Senate bill, extending 
to crimes that few would consider ex-
ceptionally serious, and thus causing 
greater expense to the states than the 
Senate bill if loss of funds is to be 
avoided. Moreover, under the House 
bill, unlike this amendment, a state is 
never free from the risk of losing fund-
ing, since it will be liable for a released 
offender’s offense for the rest of his 
life, regardless of the length of his sen-
tence or actual imprisonment before 
release. 

We have eliminated parole at the fed-
eral level. But there are many fewer 
federal than state parolees. If a state 
would rather spend money on edu-
cation or effective prevention pro-
grams than on very long sentences, it 
should be able to do so without federal 
interference. Some prisoners may de-
serve parole. Others may not. And so 
long as there is parole, as in every 
other human endeavor, mistakes will 
occasionally be made, sometimes with 
serious consequences. The people who 
make those decisions and the state 
lawmakers—not federal lawmakers— 
should continue to set parole policy, 
and they should continue to be held ac-
countable by the people of their states 
for those decisions. The track record of 
Congress in knowing just how crime 
should be punished should give pause 

to anyone who thinks states and the 
American people would necessarily 
benefit more from a congressionally 
mandated approach to this issue than 
from experimentation among the 
states. 

Mr. President, I sympathize with 
those who are the victims of crimes 
caused by parolees. I understand the 
sincere motives of my colleagues who 
support this legislation. But I strongly 
believe that it is misguided and runs 
counter to our system of federalism. It 
will cost states billions of dollars with-
out any guarantee of retaining full fed-
eral funding. It may prevent sensible 
parole policies in particular cases. I 
have also pointed out a number of prac-
tical problems with the amendment’s 
drafting. For all of these reasons, I op-
pose the amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent it be in order to 
ask for the yeas and nays on all four of 
the remaining amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 357 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Sessions 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 

YEAS—56 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—43 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 

Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5528 May 19, 1999 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 

Schumer 
Torricelli 

Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Moynihan 

The amendment (No. 357) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
three more votes now in the stacked 
sequence. I ask unanimous consent 
that in this series the next three votes 
be limited to 10 minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
AMENDMENT NO. 358, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could I ask a question. We now have 1 
minute each; is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
could we have order, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Could I also ask 
whether this is my amendment on 
school counselors? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
Wellstone amendment No. 358. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President and colleagues, I have 
offered this amendment with Senator 
MIKULSKI and Senator HARKIN. This 
amendment would provide $340 million 
a year for 100,000 school counselors, so-
cial workers and child psychologists to 
back them up. 

Everywhere you go, you hear from 
people at the school district level: We 
will contribute money, but can you get 
some money to us so we can have more 
counselors in our school so that we can 
give more support to these kids before 
they get into trouble? 

You will not hear your education 
community and your teachers and men 
and women who work with children 
talk about anything more than the 
need to have more counselors. One 
counsel for 500 students or 1,000 stu-
dents cannot identify these kids in 
trouble, cannot help these kids. If we 
really care about providing these serv-
ices, then we are going to be willing to 
make the investment. 

I hope this amendment will have a 
very strong vote. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Is this amendment No. 

358? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. This amends the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965, originally to provide $1 billion 
more but modified now to provide $340 
million, after modification, a year in 
new funding to hire 141,000 school-based 
mental health personnel: 100,000 school 

counselors, 21,000 school psychologists, 
and 20,000 school social workers. These 
funds have to be matched by the States 
and localities. 

Now look, this is another attempt to 
micromanage our educational system 
in this country from Washington. It is 
an expensive add-on that should not be 
on this particular bill. 

I made the case earlier that we are in 
favor of counselors, but there is a limit 
to everything, and the counselors may 
or may not be the answer here, espe-
cially in the Klebold matter—in the 
Columbine matter, and a number of 
other matters where the boys were 
under counseling. 

The fact of the matter is, this is an-
other ‘‘Let’s throw money at it’’ at the 
cost of society. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. All time has expired. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table Amendment No. 358, as modi-
fied. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 
YEAS—61 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—38 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Cleland 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Moynihan 

The motion to table was agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, if we are 

going to finish this bill, we are going to 
have to move things along more quick-
ly. We are seeing end-of-this-bill possi-
bilities, but we are not going to ever 
finish the bill if these votes are going 
to go on forever. Ten-minute votes 
should not take an half hour. 

I respectfully suggest that we move 
on more quickly so we can get to the 
substance of this bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 360 

Mr. LEAHY. I say to the Senator 
from Utah, we would be willing to 
speed up things and accept the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, if the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania wishes. If they are interested in 
speeding up the time, we can do that. 
Obviously, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is entitled to a rollcall vote, but 
we can save ourselves 15 or 20 minutes 
if we just accept it. 

Mr. HATCH. Why don’t we just have 
the rollcall vote and everybody will 
come immediately. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back my 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 360 of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SANTORUM. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that Sen-

ator from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) is nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 81, 
nays 17, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 

YEAS—81 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 

DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
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Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 

Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—17 

Akaka 
Bond 
Bryan 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Feingold 

Hagel 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Lugar 
Rockefeller 
Sessions 
Thompson 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Moynihan Roberts 

The amendment (No. 360) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 361 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I under-

stand that both sides are in agreement 
on the next amendment, so I ask unan-
imous consent that we vitiate the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I will not object. I don’t want to 
force my will upon the Senate, but I 
want the record to show that I support 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 361) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATCH. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senator from 
New York be yielded 7 minutes for de-
bate only, and the floor be imme-
diately given back to me upon comple-
tion of his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
LEAHY and Mr. LAUTENBERG pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1077 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the next 
amendment happens to be the 
Ashcroft-Frist amendment. I suspect 
we should let both of them describe 
their amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 355 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the next amendment will be 
355. 

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. What amendment are 

we on now? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-

ment No. 355. 
Mr. FRIST. Parliamentary inquiry. 

Is this the Frist-Ashcroft amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is 
the Frist-Ashcroft amendment. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we are re-
turning to an amendment that was of-
fered at the end of last week, which is 
a very simple amendment as written. It 
addresses a fundamental issue that is 
at the heart of the juvenile justice 
issue and discussion in the last week. 
It has to do with bombs and guns in 
schools. It is as simple as that. 

It addresses the issue of how to make 
our schools as safe as we possibly can. 
We start with, I believe, the juvenile 
justice bill which has made real 
progress but absolutely to my mind 
must include an amendment that ad-
dresses this issue of guns in schools 
and bombs in schools in an area where 
we, because of previous legislation that 
we passed, have created a loophole that 
means that a student coming into a 
school who has a firearm may be treat-
ed very differently from a student who 
comes in the next day to that school 
with a firearm. The goal of our amend-
ment is that any child who comes into 
a school with a gun or a bomb will be 
treated equally, will be treated fairly, 
will not be discriminated against one 
way or another. 

Our amendment ends a mixed mes-
sage that the Federal Government 
today, because of legislation we passed, 
sends to American students on the 
issue of firearms in schools. ‘‘Fire-
arms,’’ for the purpose of this amend-
ment, are bombs and guns in schools. 

We look at Littleton, CO, with 15 
dead and 23 wounded. We look at Pearl, 
MS, with 2 dead and 7 wounded; Padu-
cah, KY, 3 dead, 5 wounded; Jonesboro, 
AR, 5 dead, 10 wounded; Springfield, 
OR, 2 dead, 22 wounded. 

These are all shootings, horrific 
shootings. They claimed the lives of 27 
students and teachers. Thus, we come 
back to this simple amendment which 
closes a loophole that we created that 
has to do with guns and bombs and 
firearms in schools. 

The Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act is a law which I have 
strongly supported, and I have worked 
very, very hard in the past two Con-
gresses to improve, to modernize, to 
strengthen. Under that act, a student 
with a disability who is in possession of 
a gun or a firearm at school is treated 
differently than a student who is not 
disabled or who is not in special edu-
cation. 

Again, it goes back to that funda-
mental issue of one child in a special 
education class who brings a gun or a 
bomb to school is treated preferen-
tially compared to another child who 
does not have a disability or is not in 
special education who brings a gun or a 
bomb to school. 

All of us represent States and have 
our own constituency. Therefore, I 
look at my home State of Tennessee. 
The Individual with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act conflicts with our zero tol-
erance law which says that students 
may be expelled for 1 year if they bring 
a bomb or a gun or a firearm to school. 

That is zero tolerance. It is the law of 
the land in Tennessee. Yet, we have 
passed in this body Federal legislation 
which says there is a certain group of 
students, about 14 percent of students 
in the State of Tennessee, to whom 
that does not apply. We have a whole 
different set of standards. What our 
amendment does is it says, no, if you 
bring a bomb or a gun to school, you 
are going to be treated like every other 
student. 

Under IDEA, local school authorities 
have several hoops to remove a dan-
gerous special education student who 
brings a gun into the classroom. School 
personnel may suspend the child for up 
to 10 days. School personnel may place 
the child in an interim alternative edu-
cational setting for 45 days. School per-
sonnel may ask a hearing officer to 
place a child in an interim alternative 
educational setting for up to 45 days if 
it is proven that that child is a threat 
to others in his current placement. 
School personnel may conduct a mani-
festation determination review to de-
termine whether or not there is a link 
between that child’s disability and 
walking into the room with a gun or a 
bomb. 

If the behavior is not a manifestation 
of that disability, the child may be ex-
pelled but is still given educational 
services. If the hearing officer deter-
mines that the behavior of bringing 
that gun into the classroom was a 
manifestation of the disability, the 
student can go right back into that 
school, right back into that current 
placement, and that is the problem. 
Let me repeat. If the hearing officer 
determines that the behavior of bring-
ing a gun into the classroom was a 
manifestation of the disability, the 
student can go back into the class-
room. 

People say that does not happen. It 
does happen. In my own State of Ten-
nessee, in Nashville, just over a 1-year 
period, there were eight students who 
brought guns into school who were 
caught and of those eight, six were in 
special education. Three of those six, it 
was found that bringing a gun into the 
school was a manifestation of their dis-
ability and, therefore, they ended up 
back in the classroom. Students who 
were not in special education were ex-
pelled under the law under which 86 
percent of the other students fall. 

Clearly, the way we have set up this 
federally mandated disciplinary proce-
dure with this loophole sends students 
a mixed message about guns in our 
schools. It basically says if you are in 
special education, you are going to be 
treated in a special way if you bring a 
gun into school, but if you are not in 
special education, you are going to be 
treated like everybody else and you are 
going to be expelled. What a mixed 
message when we are talking about 
guns. When we are talking about the 
shootings, the 27 deaths in our class-
rooms and schools that we have wit-
nessed, we must respond. 

As earlier stated, if a student with a 
disability is expelled, that student 
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must be provided alternative edu-
cational services while a nondisabled 
student, somebody who is not in spe-
cial education who is expelled for the 
same offense, will not necessarily re-
ceive alternative educational services, 
which just shows how we are treating a 
student who comes into the classroom 
with a gun differently if they happen to 
be disabled compared to other stu-
dents. 

The amendment that I, Senator 
ASHCROFT, Senator HELMS, Senator 
COVERDELL, and Senator ALLARD, as 
the initial sponsors, have put forward, 
allows principals and other qualified 
school personnel the flexibility to do 
something that seems so basic. And 
that is, to treat all students the same 
if they bring a gun into the classroom, 
period. No more complicated than that. 
It does not matter race, it does not 
matter financial status, it does not 
matter educational status, everybody 
gets treated the same. 

It allows school authorities to dis-
cipline all students in the same way if 
they bring a gun, we are not talking 
about threats, and we are not talking 
about even other weapons. We have 
this amendment focused on guns and 
bombs coming into the schoolroom. 

This amendment does not force local 
school authorities to have a uniform 
disciplinary policy. We recognize that 
every situation needs to be judged as 
just that, an individual, unique situa-
tion. It simply gives them the flexi-
bility to enforce discipline in that local 
school as they see fit, with the overall 
objective to assure, to ensure, to guar-
antee the safety of those students 
whom every day we send into those 
classrooms. 

The amendment is firearms specific. 
There have been others who have asked 
us to at least look at expanding it to 
other weapons, but we have this 
amendment really quite narrow; we are 
talking about guns and firearms. 

I mentioned the Nashville statistics. 
These statistics are really hard to ob-
tain. You always hesitate, when that is 
the case, to generalize. So I want to 
make it very clear, I do not want to 
generalize, but I do want to illustrate 
how, in one community where I live, 
this loophole has the potential for 
causing real harm, I believe. 

In the 1997–1998 school year in Nash-
ville, TN there were eight firearms in-
fractions. Of those eight, six were stu-
dents with a disability. They were in 
special education. 

I might add that overall in the State 
of Tennessee it is between 13 and 14 
percent, or about one out of eight stu-
dents, who are in special education 
classes. 

Of these six special education stu-
dents, three were expelled outright be-
cause they found, in the manifestation 
process, that the disability and their 
bringing a gun into the classroom were 
unrelated. Three of those students were 
not expelled, because the possession of 
the firearm was found to be a mani-
festation of that child’s disability. It 

was three students who went right 
back into the classroom, again, poten-
tially putting the lives of others in 
danger. 

We might hear, well, nobody has been 
killed yet in the last year or the last 2 
years. Really, I think that is a whole 
separate issue. The whole idea is that 
we are treating people differently who 
have brought a gun or a firearm into 
the room. 

These statistics show that three peo-
ple out of the eight had come back into 
the classroom because a manifestation 
of their disability was bringing a gun 
into the classroom. It is kind of hard to 
imagine, but that is what the ruling 
was. 

With that, let me close and simply 
say that when it comes to possession of 
a firearm or a gun, the Federal Govern-
ment really should not, I believe, be 
tying the hands of our local education 
authorities, of our local schools, our 
principals, our teachers, those who are 
in charge of discipline. 

Again, I say this. When we are focus-
ing on guns and firearms in the class-
room, I just find it hard to believe, and 
really there is absolutely no excuse for 
any student to intentionally bring a 
gun or a bomb to school. 

Students with disabilities really 
should not be able to hide behind, not 
their disability, I want to be very 
clear. What is happening is we set this 
structure up, the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act, with this sin-
gle provision that allows certain stu-
dents to potentially hide behind the 
legislation, not their disability, but be-
hind the legislation and, thus, avoid 
punishment that a nondisabled student 
would undergo. 

The amendment is simple. It is 
straightforward. It means that all stu-
dents will be treated equally if they 
bring a firearm in the room. I urge its 
support and hope it will be brought to 
a vote shortly. 

Mr. HARKIN. Would the Senator 
yield for a colloquy or engage in any 
kind of questions and answers? 

Mr. FRIST. Sure. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Tennessee knows I have the 
highest respect for him. In fact, I have 
always found him to be a very thought-
ful Senator, especially when it comes 
to the issues of disability policy. 

When the Senator first came to the 
Senate, he became chairman of the 
then-existing Disability Policy Sub-
committee in the Labor and Education 
Committee, and I was his ranking 
member. I thought he did a great job. 

As a matter of fact, under his chair-
manship, we were able to get through 
the revisions of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, which we 
had been attempting to do for several 
years. In fact, it took 3 long years to 
get all the groups to finally agree on 
the revisions and the amendments to 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. I say that as a way of back-
ground. 

The Senator from Tennessee was 
very heavily involved in that process. 

We were able to get the bill passed in 
May, I think it was, of 1997. It was 
strongly supported in the Senate and 
in the House, and passed, and was 
signed into law by the President. 

My friend from Tennessee gave an ex-
ample of the students in his home com-
munity. He gave an example of eight 
students, six of whom were disabled, at 
least under an IEP, as I understand it; 
and that three, as I understand it, were 
expelled right away because it was not 
a manifestation; but then he made the 
statement that three went right back 
into the classroom. 

The Senator, in a private conversa-
tion, told me about this once before. If 
I am not mistaken, was this not during 
the school year of 1995–1996 or 1996– 
1997? 

Mr. FRIST. It was 1997–1998. 
Mr. HARKIN. It was 1997–1998. So the 

regulations under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act amend-
ments did not go into effect until 
March of 1999. That is 2 months ago. 

I say to the Senator from Tennessee 
that school he is talking about was 
still operating under the old system. 
The old system said you could place a 
child with a disability in an interim 
educational setting for up to 45 days if 
the child brought a gun to school. That 
is the old bill. 

The new bill says, the one for which 
the regulations just came out a couple 
months ago—the Senator is right, a de-
cision is made, and if it is not a mani-
festation of a disability, they can be 
expelled immediately. If, however, it is 
a manifestation of a disability, the 
child can be placed, under the old bill, 
for up to 45 days in an interim edu-
cational setting, and then if the school 
officials believe the child is still a dan-
ger, if the child is likely to injure him-
self or others, they can go to an impar-
tial hearing, order that the child be 
placed for an additional 45 days in the 
interim educational setting, then at 
the end of that 45 days, they can do an-
other 45 days, as long as it is decided 
that child is a danger either to himself 
or to others. 

I ask the Senator from Tennessee, 
the example you gave is under the old 
bill. The new bill says that at the end 
of 45 days, the school can go to an im-
partial hearing officer and keep that 
child out for another 45 days. I ask the 
Senator if that is not a correct inter-
pretation? 

Mr. FRIST. The 1999 statistics have 
been that there have been nine firearm 
violations, nine firearm infractions 
this year as of yesterday. Of these nine 
infractions, four involved special edu-
cation students. In two of these cases, 
the students were expelled but given 
alternative services. One was not ex-
pelled because the possession, walking 
into the school with a firearm, was 
found to be a manifestation of the dis-
ability. He is back in school today. 

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t know that I 
heard the Senator. If he could speak a 
little slower, I would appreciate it. I 
understand that you said recently. I do 
not know if you have given me—— 
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Mr. FRIST. The statistics from yes-

terday for 1999. 
Mr. HARKIN. The figures you gave 

were for calendar year 1999. 
Mr. FRIST. The figures I gave 15 

minutes ago in my presentation were 
from 1997–1998. I just gave you the ones 
for 1999. 

Mr. HARKIN. What you said is that 
for 1999, this school year; I do not know 
if the Senator means the school year of 
1999 or January until now. 

Mr. FRIST. The statistics as of yes-
terday, up until about 24 hours ago, 
there were nine infractions over the 
previous 10 months in Nashville, TN. 
Four of those were special education 
students, four of the nine. 

Mr. HARKIN. Four of the nine were 
special ed. Two were expelled because 
it was determined not to be a mani-
festation. What happened to the other 
two? 

Mr. FRIST. One right now is back in 
the classroom. And because of the find-
ing, during that 45-day period you 
spoke of, that it was a manifestation of 
the disability, they could not treat the 
student like anybody else. 

The other student case is now pend-
ing, winding its way through the bu-
reaucratic determination process. 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to the Senator, 
you say that this one child was put in 
an interim setting for 45 days. Now this 
child is back in the classroom. Can the 
Senator tell me, did the principal or 
did the school officials ask for a hear-
ing to keep the child in the alternative 
setting for an additional 45 days, which 
they are allowed to do under the new 
law? Did they do that? 

Mr. FRIST. I will have to check and 
get back with you. I think the Sen-
ator’s point is important. That is why 
I spelled it out earlier. For a student 
with a disability, you have the 10 days 
which you can be removed from the 
process. If you brought a gun into the 
schoolroom, you can be removed for 10 
days. Then you have a 45-day period 
during which this determination is 
made. If you brought the gun because 
you had a disability, you can, as I have 
demonstrated with this most recent 
student from a month ago, plus the 
three from last year, you can go back 
into the classroom during that 45-day 
period. I think that is the issue that we 
want to close, which is basically say-
ing, it doesn’t matter whether you 
have a disability or not, if you walk 
into a classroom with a gun, you 
should be treated like everybody else. 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to the Senator 
from Tennessee—and surely we can get 
this right; it may take a little bit of 
discussion, but I think we can get it 
right—the situation he just described 
is true to the point where the child can 
be put in an alternative setting for up 
to 45 days. Under the new law, which, I 
again point out, just went into effect 
this year, the school can keep that 
child out not only for 45 days but for 
another 45 days and another 45 days. 
All the school has to do is go to the im-
partial hearing officer and say: This 

kid brought a gun to school. It is a 
manifestation of his disability, but 
under these circumstances, this kid is 
a danger to these other students and 
should be kept in an alternative set-
ting for another 45 days. 

Is it not true that the school can do 
that? So that if the facts are, as the 
Senator said, the kid is back in the 
classroom; obviously the school offi-
cials felt the kid was not a danger to 
anyone and they let him back in the 
school. 

So I ask the Senator, is that not 
local control? The local school officials 
had to decide that child was not a dan-
ger and let him back in. There is no 
other way it could happen. I ask the 
Senator if that is not so? 

Mr. FRIST. That what is not so? 
Mr. HARKIN. Let me try again. The 

kid brought the gun—— 
Mr. FRIST. This is our wording: 

School personnel may discipline a child 
with a disability who carries or pos-
sesses a gun or firearm to or at a 
school, on school premises or at a 
school function under the jurisdiction 
of the State or local education agency 
in the same manner in which such per-
sonnel may discipline a child without a 
disability, period. That is all we are 
saying. I don’t see how you cannot 
agree that you should treat every child 
who comes into a school with a gun or 
bomb the same. How can you separate 
one group of people out? 

Again, I am committed to individuals 
with disabilities, but how can you sepa-
rate them out and say, we are going to 
treat you differently and allow you to 
go back in the classroom, whether it is 
10 days, 45 days, 35 days; you can argue 
that all you want, you can go back into 
the classroom, but any child who 
doesn’t have a disability, you are out? 
That just doesn’t make sense. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let us look into that. 
Mr. FRIST. You can look into it. But 

your 10 days or 45 days is missing the 
point of the amendment. The amend-
ment is what I just read. You treat ev-
erybody the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well, let us look at 
that. I think the Senator said he sup-
ports IDEA. He supports the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act. 
The fact is that we do treat children 
with disabilities different than we 
treat other children. Does every child 
in a school have an IEP, I ask the Sen-
ator? 

Mr. FRIST. No. But my whole argu-
ment is, should they bring a bomb into 
the schoolroom, would you treat them 
differently and let them go back in. 
That is what I am saying. There are 
some times that you cannot segregate 
a group of people and say, you get a 
special privilege when it comes to 
bombs and guns coming to the school 
room. That is the point that I am mak-
ing. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let me respond to the 
Senator on that. I am trying to follow 
this logically and not to get too in-
flamed here. 

If we believe that a child with a dis-
ability is treated differently than a 

child without a disability—we accept 
that. A child with a disability has an 
individual education program. There 
are certain laws that we have passed 
which if a State wants to accept Fed-
eral moneys, they abide by. No local 
education agency has to abide by the 
laws of IDEA if they don’t want to take 
the money. Now, they would still have 
to provide a free and appropriate public 
education to kids under Federal court 
rulings. 

Again, I say to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, that as long as we treat chil-
dren with disabilities differently, and 
we do because they are disabled, we 
then take it to the step that the Sen-
ator said. Should we treat a disabled 
child who brings a gun to school dif-
ferently from a child who is not dis-
abled? I think that is a good question. 
At first blush, it might seem to the 
casual observer that no, they should be 
treated the same. 

I say to the Senator from Tennessee, 
let’s take two children. One is a child 
with no disability, has an IQ of 120, has 
good grades, comes from a pretty de-
cent family, who all of a sudden gets a 
mean streak and brings a gun to 
school. That is one kid. 

Let’s say we have another kid. He has 
an IQ of 60. He is mentally retarded. He 
has cerebral palsy. His lifetime has 
been one of being picked on by other 
kids and made fun of. Because of IDEA, 
he is now in a regular classroom. Some 
kids come up to him and they say, 
look, junior, we know your old man has 
a gun at home and he has a couple of 
pistols. If you don’t bring one of those 
pistols to us tomorrow, we are going to 
cut your ears off. The kid has an IQ of 
60. He is mentally retarded. He has cer-
ebral palsy, maybe even suffers a little 
bit from schizophrenia, I don’t know. 
The kid is terrified. He goes home. He 
sneaks the old man’s gun. He takes it 
to these kids, and he gets caught by 
the principal or someone who sees the 
gun. Should that child be treated dif-
ferently than the kid with a 120 IQ, who 
knew exactly what he was doing and 
who had a mean streak and brought 
that gun to school? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. The Senator can say 

yes. I say no. 
Mr. FRIST. Let me respond to the 

question. They absolutely should. If 
two children walk in, regardless of 
their IQ, the one with a 120 IQ has a 
gun, and the next one has a gun and 
has an IQ of 60, when it comes to re-
moval from the room and being kept 
out, they should be treated exactly the 
same. It should be by local control. It 
doesn’t mean let them in or keep them 
out, it means having the decision made 
by the principal and not by the well-in-
tended legislation that has this huge 
loophole in it. 

Treat every child who brings a gun or 
a bomb to the room the same, regard-
less of who they are or how empathetic 
you can make the story seem. The big 
thing is that you treat them the same. 
It is the principal and the teacher and 
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the people locally who decide, not the 
Senate. 

Mr. HARKIN. Now, I believe the Sen-
ator made a very important point there 
in his first comment to me. The Sen-
ator said that if two kids—the ones I 
described—bring a gun to school, they 
should be treated exactly the same in 
terms of removal. I agree with the Sen-
ator. In terms of removal, they should 
be treated the same. Today, under 
IDEA, they are treated the same. 

I am going to stick with my example 
of the two kids who bring a gun to 
school. Right now, under IDEA, the 
principal can call up the police and say 
come and get these kids, and they get 
them and haul them to the police sta-
tion. They don’t care whether the kid 
is under an IEP or not. I agree with the 
Senator; in terms of removal, they 
should be the same. And they are the 
same today. In terms of getting them 
out of the classroom immediately, they 
are treated the same. 

Where the difference occurs is later 
on during the 45-day period, where it is 
examined as to why the kid brought 
the gun to school, and whether it was a 
manifestation of his disability or not. 

I ask my friend from Tennessee this 
straightforward question: Is it true 
that under IDEA, as it is today, if a 
disabled child brings a gun to school 
and a nondisabled child brings a gun to 
school, they are both treated the same 
in terms of removal? 

Mr. FRIST. That is totally incorrect. 
I just gave you an example where there 
were eight students in Tennessee. One 
was expelled because he did not have 
the disability, and three others were 
back in the classroom. Do you call that 
being treated the same? Absolutely 
not. 

The whole purpose of my amendment 
is that, if you bring a gun or a bomb to 
the classroom, you be treated exactly 
the same. And if you don’t have a dis-
ability, if you aren’t in a special edu-
cation class, you are out of school, no 
questions asked. If you have a dis-
ability, there are at least three out of 
eight chances you are back in the 
classroom within 45 days. That is not 
the case. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let me try again. Let’s 
talk about removal. Talk about day 
one. Two kids bring a gun to school. 
One is disabled and one is not. Is it 
true that the principal can imme-
diately expel both students on that day 
and get them out of school? 

Mr. FRIST. No. He can suspend, not 
expel. That student has to go through a 
manifestation process, an initial 10 
days and then 45 days with a deter-
mination, and that student can be back 
in the classroom, as has been dem-
onstrated in Nashville, TN, and other 
places. Anybody can check their own 
statistics. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. FRIST. I will yield to my col-
league from Missouri for a question. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Tennessee, when a 

student is subject to an IEP and is dis-
ciplined for bringing a gun to school 
now, is it not an immediate discipline 
of expulsion for a year as it is for oth-
ers; is it for a limited period of time? 
What is that first interval of discipline 
that is provided for under IDEA? 

Mr. FRIST. Under IDEA, for students 
with a disability who bring a gun to 
school, there is an initial 10-day period 
in which they can be taken out and 
then a 45-day period during which that 
manifestation process takes place. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. If I may pursue an 
additional question. So there is a dis-
parity right away. The student without 
an IEP is expelled for a year. 

Mr. FRIST. It is zero tolerance in 
Tennessee and in most States today. If 
you don’t have an IEP, or are not dis-
abled, you are expelled under zero tol-
erance for a year. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Under an IEP, you 
have an initial 10-day suspension, and 
legal proceedings start to determine 
whether or not the carrying of the gun, 
brandishing of the gun, or bringing the 
pipe bomb or a firearm into the class-
room was a manifestation of your dis-
ability? 

Mr. FRIST. That is correct. 
(Mr. CRAPO assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. ASHCROFT. When you talk 

about a manifestation of a disability, 
what does that mean? That you bring a 
gun to school because you are disabled? 
Is that what you are saying? Or could 
that mean because you are severely 
emotionally disturbed, for instance? 

Mr. FRIST. It certainly could. The 
manifestation process is a complicated 
process and one to reach out to people. 
The term can certainly mean that. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So it could be that a 
student who is severely emotionally 
disturbed is protected from being ex-
pelled for a full year, based on the fact 
that he is severely and emotionally dis-
turbed and that resulted in the bring-
ing of the gun to school? 

Mr. FRIST. That is correct. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Then the suspen-

sion—if you got past the 10 days, you 
could suspend the student for 45 days. 

Mr. FRIST. During which that so- 
called manifestation process takes 
place. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is related to 
whether or not his disability or special 
education status caused or was related 
to the bringing and brandishing of the 
gun? 

Mr. FRIST. That is correct. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Now, these deter-

mination proceedings, do they involve 
substantial expense for the school? 

Mr. FRIST. They certainly do, and it 
is very expensive. The process itself is 
a process that I think can be important 
and useful. So the overall manifesta-
tion process, as we look at IDEA, is 
something that I am not necessarily 
critical of. It is the idea of taking a 
disability and saying the disability and 
bringing a gun mean that you are back 
in the school with unequal treatment. 

But the answer is yes. I travel around 
Tennessee and people tell me this man-

ifestation process can be very expen-
sive because it involves lawyers. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thousands of dol-
lars? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes, thousands of dollars. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. That lasts 45 days, 

according to the Senator from Iowa, 
and you have to have another hearing 
to have another 45 days. 

Mr. FRIST. There can be an exten-
sion for another 45 days if a determina-
tion is made. You go for 45 days, and it 
can go another 45, although, usually if 
it is a manifestation, after 45 days the 
student is back in school. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. The theory of the 
legislation probably provides a basis 
for having this series of bureaucratic 
trials and hearings every 45 days as 
people are litigating whether or not 
you could keep a very, very dangerous 
person out of school. 

Mr. FRIST. That is the way it is 
written, to take 45 days. Your funda-
mental question is, did the disability 
cause you to bring the gun to school? 

That is hard to imagine, to be hon-
est. It seems that if it is the cause, you 
would not want to put them back in 
school. The idea of having 45 days and 
another 45 days if they are threatening, 
as the Senator from Iowa mentioned, 
conceptually, that is pretty good. 
Imagine that it is manic depression, or 
something frustrating, something that 
can be treated, and a kid is violent un-
derneath, and they did bring a gun to 
school. You are going to want to give 
the kid the benefit of the doubt. You 
are not going to say keep them out an-
other 45 days and then another. If the 
kid comes in and says, ‘‘I am sorry,’’ 
you say, ‘‘Go back to school.’’ 

That is just treating people dif-
ferently because they happen to have 
that particular illness and you are get-
ting them back in the school. All I am 
saying is let’s equalize it and keep 
treating them the same. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Earlier the Senator 
said that it is hard to imagine a person 
would have brought a gun to school 
based on a disability. But in fact the 
determination from Davidson County, 
Nashville, TN, is that over the last 
couple of years they apparently found 
that a number of the individuals in-
volved—two in 1 year and three from 
another year—the determination was 
made in this process that bringing the 
gun was related to a disability and 
therefore the student was not to be 
treated the same as other students but 
would have a very tactical set of bu-
reaucratic rights to remain in school, 
or reenter school. 

It seems to me that goes to the heart 
of what we are talking about—whether 
or not a student who has a problem 
that causes the student to be involved 
in bringing a gun—that is, the mani-
festation proceedings. Part of the evi-
dence or manifestation of the problem 
is that you come to school with a gun. 
That provides the authority for reen-
tering school. The fact that you have a 
problem which causes you to bring 
guns to school becomes your license to 
get back into school. 
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I think that describes the loophole 

we have talked about. We created it 
here in the Senate. 

Am I getting to the heart of it? 
Mr. FRIST. No. It is that loophole 

that has been created. 
I will tell you what my theory is as 

I look and talk to people around Ten-
nessee. Whether people are supporting 
individual disabilities or not, it is not 
about that. It has to do with the great 
fear I have in this unequal treatment 
of people, and allowing that special 
group of people with an offense of 
bringing a gun to school or a bomb to 
school to go back into school when you 
don’t let anybody else to go back into 
school. I will tell you, to me, that is a 
potentially devastating loophole we 
have created. It hasn’t anything to do 
with the disability. That is my great-
est fear. That is why the amendment is 
on the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
for an observation and again for a ques-
tion? 

I say to the Senator from Missouri, 
again, I don’t mind people making a de-
cision one way or another on these 
things. I hope we base it on factual cir-
cumstances. The fact is that what the 
Senator, my friend from Missouri, just 
described is the idea in the old law, 
going back 20 years. We had the 45-day 
period, at the end of which kids can go 
back to school. We changed that. The 
final regulations on that didn’t become 
final until March of this year when we 
put the 45 days in, at the end of which, 
if the school officials believe that the 
child is still a danger, they can go to a 
hearing officer, and say, hey, because 
of all these reasons, that kid should be 
kept out of school for another 45 days. 

I say to my friend from Tennessee 
that I don’t have that much lack of 
faith in my school principals and offi-
cials. If they look at this kid and say, 
wait a minute, this kid is a danger, 
they are going to throw up their hands 
and say, oh, my gosh. They want to 
protect their schools, and they are 
going to go to a hearing officer and 
say, wait a minute, keep that kid out. 

So I want to make it clear that what 
my friend is talking about is the old 
law. That is all I want to make clear. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I think it is impor-
tant to accept the fact that you have 
faith in the school administrator and 
the principal, because under the pro-
posal of the Senator from Tennessee, 
and under my proposal and under the 
Gun-Free Schools Act for schools, 
which we passed, a principal has the 
discretion of being able to allow a stu-
dent to reenter. And, if you trust the 
principals, you trust the school offi-
cial, that is an available opportunity 
as it exists and would exist if we were 
to pass this amendment providing for 
uniformity, because we allow the treat-
ment under our proposal to be identical 
to the treatment for any other student 
not the subject of an IEP. And prin-
cipals have the discretion to allow such 
other students back into the class-
room. 

So what we want to do is not punish 
anybody, we want to allow that prin-
cipal to exercise his discretion in a way 
that is likely to promote safety in the 
classroom and in a way that it does not 
hamstring the principal. 

Just to give you an idea, people do 
not understand, and I didn’t under-
stand, what a manifestation deter-
mination is. This is a flow chart of how 
a manifestation determination is made 
under IDEA. This is a very serious 
process. To go through these kinds of 
processes and to have to jump through 
these legal hoops and to cause the 
school districts—the cheapest hearing I 
have been able to talk to a school su-
perintendent about in my State is be-
tween $7,500 and $10,000, just to conduct 
a hearing to do in the special settings 
what the principal is able to do given 
his need to protect the safety of the 
school environment on his own in an-
other setting. 

I think that is what we are looking 
at. We are not here to try to say that 
we want to abuse individuals who are 
the subject of IEPs. We passed the stat-
utory framework designed to help dis-
abled children. We want them to get a 
good education. But I submit to you 
that among those most exposed to the 
threat to safety and security in the 
schools when a student with a dis-
ability comes with a weapon are other 
disabled students. 

This is not a question of pitting stu-
dents with a disability against other 
students in the classroom, this is a 
question about safety and security in 
the classroom and allowing those indi-
viduals charged with the awesome re-
sponsibility of providing for the edu-
cation of our youngsters the authority 
to take the steps that are necessary, 
absent intermeddling bureaucratic bar-
riers from Washington, to secure the 
school environment. 

Given the fact that every principal 
has the authority in other settings to 
be able to reenter a student who is ap-
propriately at a stage to reenter the 
classroom, this bill would not prevent 
principals from having the same ap-
proach to students who were the sub-
ject of IEPs. 

Mr. FRIST. I don’t want to keep 
going back to the underlying amend-
ment. We again have discussed this, 
and we have debated it. It really comes 
back to treating people the same under 
this concept of guns and violence in the 
school. I think we may come down to a 
fundamental disagreement that you be-
lieve the current legislation will cover 
and take care of what is happening, 
that if they have a disability and a 
manifestation of bringing that gun to 
school is related to the disability, it is 
OK for them to come back to school if 
somebody says they are not threat-
ened. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the school officials 
say it is OK. 

Mr. FRIST. That is right. I think 
that is going to be different, because 
we are basically going to say let these 
school principals and officials make 

the ultimate decision, and not an offi-
cer who happens to be assigned to man-
age that particular case, who is going 
to develop a relationship with that stu-
dent and family, and who says, ‘‘Please 
let him go back to school.’’ 

Let’s treat everybody the same. Let 
the authorities, the principals, the 
teachers, make that decision instead of 
separating them out, since we know 
they come back into the school. 

Let me again read the amendment. 
School personnel may discipline a child 

with a disability who carries, or possesses, a 
gun, or firearm to or at school, on school 
premises, or at a school function under the 
jurisdiction of a State or a local educational 
agency in the same manner in which such 
personnel may discipline a child without a 
disability. 

Again, I have given examples of peo-
ple going back into the schoolroom. 
Let me give two other examples. 

This is an article in the Washington 
Times. 

Fairfax County, Virginia, school officials 
learned that a group of students were in pos-
session of a loaded .357 magnum handgun on 
school property. They moved quickly to 
expel the six students. Five students were 
expelled. One student, a special education 
student who had a learning disability, who 
had what they called a ‘‘weakness in written 
language skills,’’ continued to receive an 
education. School officials reported that this 
child bragged to other teachers and students 
that he could not be expelled because he was 
in special education. 

That is the signal we have sent 
through IDEA, through this loophole in 
our legislation, not the overall legisla-
tion. The overall legislation is great. 

In the Cobb County school system in 
Atlanta, not too far from where I am, 
two students, who were initially ex-
pelled for bringing a handgun and am-
munition clip to school, were also pro-
tected by IDEA because they were spe-
cial education students. There is just 
too much of this special treatment. 

Our simple amendment basically 
says, disabled or not, educational sta-
tus or not, whoever you are, you need 
to be treated the same where such per-
sonnel ‘‘may discipline’’ a child the 
same without a disability. 

Mr. HARKIN. May I ask the Senator 
another question? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. Does the amendment 

also not seek services for these kids 
under paragraph (b), ‘‘ceasing to pro-
vide education’’? 

Mr. FRIST. We basically say we will 
treat those students with a gun or a 
firearm the same as nondisabled stu-
dents. 

The whole cessation of services we 
are not here to debate. Everyone will 
be treated the same, whether disabled 
or not disabled. 

Mr. HARKIN. It is part of the amend-
ment? 

Mr. FRIST. That is correct, but non-
disabled students have cessation of 
services. The 85 percent of American 
students out there not classified as dis-
abled have cessation of services. 

Treat them the same. 
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Mr. HARKIN. One of the reasons I 

think the Senator will find the Parent 
Teachers Association, Association of 
Police Chiefs and other police around 
the country opposing this amendment 
is they think the worst thing we could 
possibly do would be to take kids who 
are severely—emotionally or other-
wise—disabled and throw them out on 
the streets. 

Mr. FRIST. We are not saying that. 
We are saying treat them the same. We 
are not telling them they have to cease 
services. 

I hope you have more respect for the 
services that will be needed and help-
ful. We are not saying you have to 
cease services. You can still provide 
the services. We are saying treat every-
body the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. The reality of the situ-
ation and the reason we have IDEA— 
and we hear it all the time; I hear it 
from my principals, too, I say to my 
friend from Missouri—sometimes it is 
tough to put up with the kids with spe-
cial needs. They need a lot of atten-
tion. Sometimes they are a little rau-
cous. Sometimes the principals throw 
up their hands and want to get them 
out of the classrooms. The teachers 
want to get them out of the class-
rooms. They are hard to deal with. 
These are kids with disabilities. 

Time after time, for every story ei-
ther of my friends relates about prin-
cipals or others who are at wit’s end 
because of a kid, I can come up with 
ten other stories of parents with kids 
who are disabled and how those kids 
were mistreated in school. 

The reality of the situation is—and 
this is only my feeling—if you take two 
kids, one disabled maybe with a learn-
ing disability, maybe with other prob-
lems, who has been mainstreamed in 
school, expel him as you do a regular 
student and leave it up to the principal 
to say, OK, you can let him back in 
when you want, I think that principal 
will have a lot of pressure on him to let 
one kid back in, maybe, depending on 
the circumstances, but that disabled 
kid, that kid causes a lot of problems, 
costs a lot of money, we will keep him 
out. 

I am just telling Senators that has 
been the situation for the past 30 to 50 
years in this country. That is why we 
have IDEA. That is why we have indi-
vidualized education programs for 
these kids. That is the reality of the 
situation. 

Mr. FRIST. But the Senator from 
Iowa understands that we are not say-
ing keep the students out forever. We 
are saying if you keep the nondisabled 
student out for the rest of the year, 
you should be able to keep the disabled 
student out for the rest of the year. 

In fact, if you look at nondisabled 
students in terms of cessation of serv-
ices, because the implication is people 
are so bad and mean they will cut off 
services, if you look at the nonspecial 
ed students in Nashville, TN expelled 
under zero tolerance, 55 percent of 
those are provided services. 

I guess the Senator argues that of the 
disabled there will be such intense dis-
crimination against that group of peo-
ple, and I understand Senator HARKIN 
has fought the battles here for 20 years, 
and I respect that tremendously. I 
guess I have more faith in our prin-
cipals and in our schools that if you 
treat everybody the same, that is ex-
actly what you will do. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FRIST. I yield to the Senator 

from Missouri and then the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. What I appear to be 
hearing is if they are treated the same 
as nondisabled students, that is kind of 
a discrimination. 

That is equity and parity in treat-
ment. It doesn’t stack up to discrimi-
nation, in my judgment. 

I wonder if the Senator from Ten-
nessee is aware of the letter from the 
National School Boards Association re-
garding the Frist-Ashcroft amendment 
to S. 254. 

Mr. FRIST. I have not seen that. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. It is an interesting 

letter on behalf of the Nation’s 95,000 
local school board members. This is 
from the executive director, Anne L. 
Bryant, executive director of the Na-
tional School Boards Association: 

The National School Boards Association 
urges you to support the Frist-Ashcroft 
amendment to S. 254 that would enhance the 
safety of all students from gun violence. 

We are not talking about the vast 
number of individuals that are partici-
pants in the IDEA program. The num-
ber is vast, with 13 or 14 percent in 
Tennessee, and 13 or 14 percent of the 
students in Missouri and Iowa. These 
are not people who show up for school 
with guns very often. When some of 
them do, they are threatening the oth-
ers. 

When a person shows up with explo-
sives or a gun at school, the objective 
there ought to be school safety. It 
ought to be to address that. 

The amendment provides school offi-
cials with the discretion to suspend or 
expel students covered by the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act in 
the same manner as other students in 
cases where they bring firearms to 
school. 

It has been stated there is a lot of op-
position. This is a letter from the 95,000 
members of the School Boards Associa-
tion stating this is the right thing to 
do. 

Mr. FRIST. I think we have been 
very careful to try to get this amend-
ment as tight and focused as we could, 
talking about guns in the classroom, 
bombs in the classroom. 

We have gone so far to put wording in 
the bill to say they intentionally have 
to bring that gun into the school or the 
classroom. We have done our best to 
get it as narrow and focused as we pos-
sibly can. 

It comes down to safety. We are on 
the juvenile justice bill. We had these 

terrible 27 deaths from guns in class-
rooms, and this bill goes right at the 
heart. Again, not the disability com-
munity or individuals with disabilities. 
I count myself among their greatest 
advocates, but I am concerned that 
with the loophole we created that 
something drastic, devastating, is 
going to happen because of this loop-
hole where we are treating students 
with disabilities in special education, 
allowing them to return to the class-
room, but not letting anybody else re-
turn to the classroom. 

We are treating them differently, 
where people who brought a gun to the 
classroom can return 45 days later. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. In specific inquiries 
to the individuals who provided the 
Senator with the information from the 
Davidson County school system, is it 
their view that this loophole exposes 
the system and the students in the sys-
tem to a risk they would not otherwise 
be exposed to? 

Mr. FRIST. I talked with the officials 
in the major urban areas where the 
concentration of people are throughout 
Tennessee. There is general agreement 
of people who are on the front line in 
the schools, who are responsible for the 
safety of our children who are there 
every day. They say, Senator FRIST, we 
know you are the advocate for individ-
uals with disabilities, but how could 
you create a huge loophole that puts 
our children at risk? That is why I am 
here. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let me ask the Sen-
ator—— 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Will the Senator an-
swer a question? 

Mr. FRIST. Did the Senator from 
Vermont have a question? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I would like to vol-
unteer this point. 

Mr. HARKIN. Come on over. We are 
all friends. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I listened very care-
fully. I think when you get right down 
to it the basic question is, in the final 
analysis, should the school have to af-
ford an alternative education situation 
and pay for it. It is a matter of dollars 
and cents. It has nothing to do with the 
safety of the children or anything else. 

Under the circumstances you are 
dealing with here, if a child comes in 
with a gun, if it is somebody without 
an IEP or whatever, they can be 
thrown out of school and they can be 
let back into school. That is entirely 
the discretion of the school officials. 
They can say this is an aberration or 
whatever. 

If a child with a disability comes in, 
then you go through the 45 days to as-
sess as to whether or not it was as a re-
sult of a disability. If it was not the re-
sult of a disability, then the child can 
be disciplined as any other child. If, on 
the other hand, it was the result of a 
disability, then they are required to 
provide an alternative educational sit-
uation. It may or may not cost some-
thing. But that child is not in the 
classroom. So no child goes back into 
the classroom if they are a threat to 
the classroom. 
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What it comes down to, and what the 

school officials object to, as I under-
stand it, is they have to set up a spe-
cial 45-day program for this child, and 
pay for it. The reason is not to protect 
the school or protect the kids; it is to 
make sure they do not have to provide 
the funds. You can keep those 45 days 
going forever. Then that costs money. 
So this is not a safety question. This is 
a money question. The school boards 
are saying they don’t want to pay for 
those 45 days. That is what they are 
saying. 

Mr. FRIST. That is not what I heard. 
Basically, what I hear from the super-
intendents and the principals is the 
safety end of it. The expense is expen-
sive, it has been pointed out. What I 
am dealing with is the safety end of it, 
the fact that our principals’ hands are 
tied because of the way the legislation 
is written, because of the threat of law-
yers, of trial lawyers who threaten to 
sue the school, the school system, 
based on our bill that they basically 
are saying the students come back in 
the classroom, when the student with-
out the disability is out for the school 
year. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
from Tennessee yield for a question? 

Mr. FRIST. I will. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I ask him if his ex-

perience has been similar to mine. I 
have probably gone to 30 or 40 school 
districts in the last 3 months, visiting 
school districts. I have found people 
are very concerned about the safety of 
students. My own view of it has been 
totally different from that suggested 
by the Senator from Vermont, saying 
that school safety is not the question 
here. I talked to one superintendent. 
This did not happen to be an IEP stu-
dent who carried the gun to school but 
who threatened to kill other students 
in school seven times. 

Of course, because of the problems in 
effecting discipline, they kept the stu-
dent in school. Finally the student 
shot another student. Safety issues are 
involved here. Make no mistake about 
it. When someone brings a gun into the 
school, safety issues are involved. 

Mr. FRIST. There have been 27 peo-
ple murdered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. This is not just a fi-
nancial issue when someone brings a 
pipe bomb to school. That is a safety 
issue. Sure it costs money to put the 
person in alternative settings, and it 
costs money to have a hearing every 
month and a half, every 45 days. Those 
are massive costs. I will not deny those 
are very serious costs. But let us not 
suggest—at least to the school districts 
that I dealt with—that there are no 
safety issues involved when people 
bring guns and pipe bombs to school. 
Does that comport with the Senator’s 
experience in Tennessee? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes, it does. The purpose 
of the amendment is just that. It goes 
back to having safe schools. That is 
what we have been debating so much 
over the last several days. 

I will yield the floor. Other people 
want to go forward, but let me just 

close and say the purpose of this 
amendment is real simple. That is to 
get rid of a loophole which allows one 
group of students to be treated dif-
ferently. If they both brought a gun to 
the school, the loophole being that a 
group of students are ending up back in 
school where one group of students is 
expelled. All this amendment says is, 
let’s treat everybody the same and let’s 
have those decisions made locally. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

would just like to sum it up. What we 
are talking about are the problems we 
have had from the beginning of time, 
the problems that children with dis-
abilities have and how we handle them. 
The reason we created IDEA, the rea-
son it was passed, is that we were not 
allowing the children with disabilities 
to get any education. It went to the 
U.S. Supreme Court. A consensus deci-
sion by a number of courts, I should 
say, was reached, in which they deter-
mined that if you are going to provide 
a free and appropriate education gen-
erally to the public, you have to have 
an appropriate education for children 
with disabilities. And we funded that. 
We required that. That is why we are 
here today. 

What we are now dealing with is we 
do not want to provide those services. 
If a student has a disability and pro-
vided a threat to the school, it is per-
fectly clear, if it is a result of a dis-
ability, you have to provide that child 
with an education as the Constitution 
requires, because, if it was the result of 
a disability, he is not really responsible 
for it, so you have to provide it. That 
gets expensive. 

If it was not part of the disability, 
then the child is just treated as any 
other child and there is no need for a 
different or additional IEP, away from 
the classroom setting; the child gets 
treated and handled like anyone else. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Is it the Senator’s 
position, then, if a student is the sub-
ject of a IEP, a special education stu-
dent, and brings a gun to school and it 
is determined that student did not 
bring it as a manifestation of the dis-
ability—— 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Right. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Is it your position, 

then, that the school can expel him 
with no responsibility to provide serv-
ices? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is not correct. 
Mr. HARKIN. They have to provide 

services for him. They have to provide 
services. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Wait a second. Ap-
parently, there appears to be a dif-
ference between you and the Senator 
from Iowa. I was just going to indi-
cate—is it your view in the event the 
dismissal comes because the gun was 
not a manifestation, that there is no 
responsibility? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. He is just treated 
like anyone else at that point as far as 
discipline, is my understanding. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I might interject my-
self into this a little bit? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I respond to the Sen-
ator from Missouri that services al-
ways have to be provided. Educational, 
medical, mental health, those kinds of 
services do have to be provided. But if 
it was not a manifestation of a dis-
ability, of course, the kid can be ex-
pelled from school. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So the distinction is 
not that the law provides that there 
can be no services, or will be none, 
your view is directly contrary to that 
of the Senator from Vermont, that 
services must be provided on a con-
tinuing basis, even if it was not a man-
ifestation. But he can be kept out of 
the school? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is in the law. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I think it is in the 

law. That is why I was asking the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. He may not have to 
return to the school. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Not providing them 
at the school. That is where you do get 
into expensive treatments, where you 
get to $60,000, $70,000, $80,000 a year to 
provide the student with individualized 
home-based education. 

But the point is, the purpose of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, which I am very grateful for 
the opportunity to participate in with 
him, is to provide an equity in services. 
When you suggest that there is an eq-
uity for those who are subject to an 
IEP, but the violation is not a mani-
festation of the disability, that there is 
not any requirement for services, that 
is simply not true. The law provides 
the services must continue. 

I think the fundamental point the 
Senator from Tennessee and I want to 
make is this. There are not very many 
people who are bringing guns to school. 
There are very few of them. And even 
fewer who would bring guns or pipe 
bombs to school are students with a 
disability. 

But for those who do, the school offi-
cials ought not to have to go through 
torturous legal proceedings and labo-
rious determinations of manifestations 
and the like for those who bring pipe 
bombs and guns to school. We ought to 
be able to trust the principals to say: 
You don’t belong here in school. You 
will come back in the same manner 
that other students do. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I might point out, 
under your theory here, if a child with 
a disability comes in, and it is not a 
manifestation of disability, they are 
not entitled, under the IDEA, to have 
any education at all. You just get rid 
of them, like you get rid of the one who 
came in who was not disabled. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is exactly the 
kind of parity we are talking about. If 
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a person brings a weapon to school, the 
principal has the right to say: You do 
not belong in school and you are not 
going to disrupt or threaten the safety 
of this school environment and you are 
not entitled to special services, espe-
cially in cases where bringing a weapon 
to school had nothing to do with your 
disability. 

I believe it ought to be the case, and 
this amendment provides we give 
school administration officials the 
kind of discretion they have in their 
own States and under the Gun-Free 
Schools Act we passed a couple years 
ago where the principal has the discre-
tion to expel them for a year, with the 
discretion to allow them to reenter on 
his or her determination or school au-
thorities’ determination. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Under these cir-

cumstances which we are talking 
about—expelled but not a manifesta-
tion—then a child is expelled from 
school but is still entitled to edu-
cational services. That is the dif-
ference. That means an additional ex-
pense. The child who does not have a 
disability and is thrown out of school 
has to find another school, has to get a 
tutor or do something else. We are all 
talking dollars and cents. We are talk-
ing about a cost that is added by virtue 
of the fact that you must provide spe-
cial services. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri— 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont has the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator from 

Vermont will yield for a question. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I say to the Senator 

from Missouri, as long as it takes to 
reach some parameters on this, the 
fact is, the principal’s hands are not 
tied right now in getting kids out of 
school immediately. Will the Senator 
agree with that or not? No? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. For expelling stu-
dents. 

Mr. HARKIN. Getting them out of 
the school immediately if they bring a 
gun to school. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. For the first 10 
days, they can get them out of school. 

Mr. HARKIN. Forty-five days. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Then it takes addi-

tional proceedings to get to the 45-day 
period. 

Mr. HARKIN. No, it doesn’t; no, no, 
it doesn’t; no, it doesn’t. No. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. On the 11th day, you 
have to start a different regime that 
includes providing separate services, 
education in another setting if you 
don’t provide it at school. 

Mr. HARKIN. But they can keep 
them out of the school for 45 days. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. They can keep them 
out of a regular classroom. 

Mr. HARKIN. Wherever they brought 
the gun to school, they can keep them 

out of that school for 45 days. The law 
is pretty clear. I don’t know what we 
are debating here. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. In all deference to 
the Senator, the law is clear and the 
law provides substantial disparate or 
different treatment, and the treatment 
which is different causes very serious 
problems in the real world. It causes 
problems because we let students who 
bring guns into school back into the 
school system because of this system. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let’s take it one step 
at a time, I say to my friend. I am try-
ing to get to this one point. Are the 
principal’s hands tied if a kid brings a 
gun to school—I don’t care if they are 
disabled or not. In getting that kid im-
mediately out of school for up to 45 
days, I think the law is clear, they can 
do that; they don’t have to show any-
thing. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. They have respon-
sibilities when they do that that they 
don’t have with other students. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I am just say-
ing—— 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So if you are talk-
ing about hands tied, you may not tie 
their hands, but you force them to busy 
their hands doing a whole variety of 
other things. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I say to my 
friend—— 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That results in 
those kids showing up in school far ear-
lier than they otherwise would. It may 
not work that way on the floor of the 
Senate, but that is the way it works in 
school. 

Mr. HARKIN. I want to take it step 
by step. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Sure. 
Mr. HARKIN. Step by step. The first 

step is getting the kid out of school be-
cause there is a clear danger. You want 
to get him out of there. 

I want to make it clear, we all under-
stand that a principal can get that kid 
out of school. They can call the police 
station right now and say: Come and 
get this kid; he has a gun. They can 
take him down to the police station. 
The police can do it. They have that 
right now. Even if the kid is severely 
disabled, one can say, please come and 
pick him up and take him to the police 
station now. Their hands are not tied. 
I want to take the first step in getting 
the kid with a gun out of the school. I 
just hope that my friend will agree 
that the principal can do that. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. You are asking me 
that question? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. The principal can do 

that. 
Mr. HARKIN. Thank you. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. And this amend-

ment is designed to extend the quality 
of treatment that you appear to admire 
at the first of the process through the 
process adequately so that we protect 
the safety of the school environment 
for a much longer period of time. 

Mr. HARKIN. OK. Now, my friend 
and I agree that the principal can get 
the kid out immediately. Let’s take 

the second step: timeframe. For a dis-
abled kid, it can be up to 45 days. They 
don’t have to do anything. They can 
keep him out for 45 days. They don’t 
have to show anything. They can keep 
him out for 45 days. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. They do have to do 
things. 

Mr. HARKIN. Provide services in 
education. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is different 
than with other students. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is true. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. When we take these 

steps, let’s tell the whole story about 
each step. 

Mr. HARKIN. For the disabled child, 
they do have to continue to provide 
services. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. If they don’t let him 
back in, for that student, they have to 
set up some other school for him, and 
that could even be a school that is 
housed with a full-time teacher and all 
the kinds of assistance the student 
might need. 

Mr. HARKIN. It would be in an alter-
native setting to be determined among 
the parents, the hearing officer and the 
school. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. And that is totally 
different than it is for a nondisabled 
student. 

Mr. HARKIN. I agree with you. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Good, good. Here we 

are, for the first 10 days, both can be 
sent out of school, but after the 10th 
day—— 

Mr. HARKIN. I think then while we 
agree that the principal can get the kid 
out right away and can get him out for 
45 days, our disagreement, it seems to 
me, is not so much on getting the kid 
out of the school immediately and get-
ting the immediate danger out; it 
seems to me our disagreement is what 
happens later, what happens with those 
kids later on, how are they treated and 
how, if at all, they are let back in the 
school. That seems to be our disagree-
ment. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is a very sig-
nificant point here, and if I just take 
you to the schools, and the best infor-
mation we have in this debate is what 
the Senator from Tennessee has 
brought us, that they are treated def-
erentially and a significant number of 
them are back in schools prematurely 
because the schools feel like they have 
to let them back in at a time when, ac-
cording to their testimony, they are 
uncomfortable about it. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I think we can 
work through this. I hope. We may not 
always agree. I am trying to get down 
to the nub of the problem. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator. 
Mr. HARKIN. And it seems to me 

that we do agree. I understood—— 
Mr. FRIST. This Senator does not 

agree. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Vermont has 
the floor. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
further? 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Let me get orga-

nized here. I yield to the Senator from 
Iowa. Please refer back to me and then 
I will recognize the others, and we will 
have an orderly process here. 

Mr. HARKIN. The point I am trying 
to make is that in the initial state-
ment of my friend from Tennessee, the 
Senator talked about the Littleton 
school shooting and kids bringing guns 
to school and getting these dangerous 
kids out of school. I agree. 

I just wanted to make the point very 
clearly that in terms of a child bring-
ing a gun to school, a principal right 
now can deal with a kid who is disabled 
just as they can with a kid who is not 
disabled, in terms of getting that kid 
out of school, having the police haul 
them away, have them book him, have 
them charge him with a crime or any-
thing else. I just wanted to make that 
point very clear, that they can get 
those kids out of that school. 

Now we are going to get into the next 
stage about what happens with those 
kids. That is the only point I want to 
make. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator from 
Vermont yield for a short period? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield. 
Mr. FRIST. For the last 45 minutes, 

we have had the Senator from Iowa 
talking to me or talking to the body 
trying to explain so everybody can un-
derstand this process that we have set 
up for individuals with disabilities, 
which is a good process overall because 
they are very complex issues. 

We have a 10-day period where we 
have one set of rules which I agree that 
basically you do the same for an indi-
vidual with a disability and nondis-
ability. Then you have a 45-day period, 
which, as the chart that we saw earlier 
shows, in terms of a manifestation 
process, is confusing and is a difficult 
process. It is an evolving process and 
one that has changed over time so that 
we can adequately consider individuals 
with their disabilities and what their 
special needs are. 

Our point, and I know the Senator 
from Iowa keeps shifting away from it, 
but I am going to keep coming back to 
it, because the amendment is so sim-
ple. Our point is to close a loophole 
that if a disabled student brings a gun 
or a bomb in the classroom, they end 
up back in this classroom. If you do 
not have a disability you are not in the 
classroom. That is a loophole. 

The point I want to make is, we can 
march through the whole 10-day period, 
45-day period, another 45-day period of 
threatening and all that. That is the 
whole point, that we have barrier after 
barrier after barrier for a group of peo-
ple who brought a gun into the class-
room, with our children around, and 
they brought a gun there. We have all 
these barriers set up for one group of 
students, but for the other group of 
students they are out for that year. We 
say, treat them both the same. That is 
all the amendment does. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is, unfortu-
nately, not the way the courts have 

ruled as to how a State has to handle 
those situations. Students with disabil-
ities are entitled to an IEP. They are 
entitled to special education and re-
lated services. They can be denied 
going back into the classroom if they 
are in any way a threat to that class-
room. But they are entitled to services. 
That isn’t going to change. And this 
law will not change. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Does the Senator 
from Vermont yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. On what basis does 

the court say they are entitled to an 
IEP? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That goes back to 
the 14th amendment. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. The Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act, isn’t 
it? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Based on constitu-
tional decisions that were levied back 
in the late 1960s and 1970s, which deter-
mined that you had to give an equal 
opportunity to children with disabil-
ities. Part of that equal opportunity is 
appropriate education, which takes 
into consideration the nature of the 
disability. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
to me to elaborate a little further? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend from 

Missouri that prior to the two 1972 
cases, the PARC case and the Mills 
case, it was found by the courts, and by 
others, that there were millions of kids 
in our country who were denied an edu-
cation simply because of their dis-
ability. 

In both the PARC case—that is the 
Pennsylvania Association of Retarded 
Children—and the Mills case here in 
the District, the courts said, basically, 
look, if a State provides a free public 
education to its children—now, a State 
does not have to, States do not have to 
provide a free public education; there 
is no constitutional mandate for that, 
by the way. But the court said, if a 
State provides a free public education, 
under the 14th amendment to the Con-
stitution it cannot deny a free public 
education, just as it cannot deny it to 
a child who is black, because of race, 
color, creed, national origin, sex, it 
cannot deny a free public education to 
a child with a disability; and, further-
more, the court said, because of the 
disability, the education must not only 
be free but appropriate. 

So I say to my friend—and I will just 
go through this a little bit longer—the 
States, then, were faced with a con-
stitutional mandate that they had to 
provide a free appropriate public edu-
cation to kids with disabilities. 

The States were panic stricken. How 
were they ever going to afford to do 
this? They came to Congress. Congress 
said: OK. We will set up a law. We 
called it the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, passed in 1975. 
Both the Senator from Vermont and I 
were in the House at the time. We set 
up a law, and we said: OK. We want to 
have some national standards. We do 

not want to have 50 different stand-
ards. We want to set up national stand-
ards for providing services to kids with 
disabilities. We do not want 50 different 
things out there. 

So we set up IDEA. We said our ob-
jective was to provide 40 percent of the 
funding. By the way, we haven’t, and 
we ought to. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Glad to have your 
support on that, Senator. 

Mr. HARKIN. I always have. We 
ought to fully fund IDEA. But I just 
want to walk through this. 

So we set up IDEA, and we said, if 
you, State of Missouri, would like to 
have the money we can provide, then 
you have to adhere to IDEA. No State, 
including the State of Missouri, has to 
abide by any of the provisions in IDEA 
if they do not want to accept any of the 
money. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I just wanted to point 
out, the Senator was questioning about 
whether or not this was a constitu-
tional mandate. It is a constitutional 
mandate on the States that they have 
to provide a free and appropriate public 
education. IDEA says to the States: We 
will help you with money. Here are the 
rules of the game. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I have been traveling 
in my State and talking with edu-
cators. I have never had any issue that 
is of more concern to them than the 
problems of enforcing discipline caused 
by the IDEA Act. What we are doing in 
our schools today is not required by 
the Constitution. And sooner or later 
the people are going to rise up and put 
an end to it. 

Let me just share this thought with 
you. Taking a gun to school by a 
youngster is a Federal crime. What if 
they are put in jail, do they have to be 
sent back to the school? That is just 
the point. 

Let me read this letter I received just 
a few weeks ago from one of Alabama’s 
most experienced attorneys general: 

He has been a leader in the State At-
torney General Association. 

Dear Jeff: 
I am writing you this letter concerning my 

general outrage over the laws of the Federal 
Government and how they are being admin-
istered in relation to school violence. 

I had already been having meetings with 
our Superintendent of Education concerning 
new rules and interpretations of rules based 
on what I believe to be the Federal Disabil-
ities Act. 

The general thrust of the matter is that 
violent children are being kept in school be-
cause of the Federal Rules relative to dis-
abilities. 

I can point to at least seven to nine occa-
sions in Baldwin County— 

His county—— 
in which I believe expulsion was called for, 
but could not be accomplished because of the 
interpretation of the Disabilities Act. 

I realize that mental disorders can be a dis-
ability, but the primary concern should be 
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the safety of the children who are not caus-
ing any difficulties. 

Our schools simply do not have sufficient 
resources for one on one education and I 
would hope that you and other members of 
Alabama’s delegation would review this 
problem which I believe to be epidemic 
throughout this Country. 

Here is an editorial in the Mobile 
Press Register about a 14-year-old stu-
dent classified as ‘‘EC,’’ emotionally 
conflicted. He had to be assigned an 
aide to go to school, to go to class with 
him. One aide to this one student be-
cause of his problems, an aide assigned 
to him during school hours and during 
bus rides to and from school. The stu-
dent was accused of assaulting his aide 
while the aide tried to stop him from 
trying to wreck the schoolbus. 

These are the kinds of things that 
have happened all over America. This 
bill does not go far enough, in my opin-
ion. It only says, if you bring a deadly 
weapon to school, and in violation of 
Federal law, you have to be treated 
like everybody else, and you do not get 
special protections because you are 
emotionally conflicted. 

In fact, emotionally conflicted kids 
may often be the most dangerous ones, 
the ones most likely to come back in, 
say, 6 months from now and kill some 
innocent child in a classroom or shoot 
their teacher. This is a good step for-
ward. I would like to, if I could, be list-
ed as a cosponsor of the legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your 
leadership on so many matters of edu-
cation. I just wanted to share those re-
marks. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I appreciate the re-

marks. 
I, again, point out, if the child is vio-

lent and it is not a manifestation of 
their disability, they can be treated 
like anyone else as far as removal from 
school. If it is a manifestation, then 
special rules apply. Those special rules 
may well determine that they not be in 
the general education classroom. That 
process may require maybe an aide to 
be assigned to them. That is the way 
the law works. 

Many, many students who have dis-
abilities have special aides assigned to 
them. We cannot let these kinds of 
very difficult incidents of violence 
throw out the whole law. We have to 
examine exactly how you handle stu-
dents with disabilities, and situations 
where the disability results in school 
violence. In such cases they can be re-
moved from the classroom; they can be 
removed from the school. 

But they must to be provided an ap-
propriate education under the law. 

Mr. SESSIONS. If a child is emotion-
ally conflicted and brought a gun to 
school on one occasion, why do we 
think he might not do that on another 
occasion, even some months later? It is 
a safety question for the school. 

This is a modest step in the sense 
that it doesn’t say you can do anything 
if he beats up another student; it just 
says that if he brings a deadly weapon 
to the school, he can be treated like 

any other student and be removed. I 
think that is a good step and support 
the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. They can be re-
moved either way. It is just a question 
where they end up—whether they end 
up going outside of the school and join-
ing a gang or whether they get a spe-
cial educational situation outside of 
the classroom, outside of the school. 
Those are the kinds of problems we 
must address whether or not they have 
a disability. 

Mr. SESSIONS. All I would say is the 
district attorney, David Whetstone, is 
a reasonable man. He is very con-
cerned. I am hearing repeatedly from 
school superintendents and principals 
that no matter what we say about, in 
theory, how this law works, in practi-
cality, it is endangering the lives of 
students, disrupting classrooms, caus-
ing teachers to quit, and costing untold 
amounts of money. In fact, the super-
intendent from Vermont did testify 
that 20 percent of his county’s budget 
goes to special education students. 
Somehow we have gotten out of sync 
here. We need to move back to a more 
modest ground, I say. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I say if the Congress 
achieves what we are trying to do, par-
ticularly what the Republicans are try-
ing to do, fully fund IDEA, then many 
of those concerns would go away. But 
we are far, far from providing the State 
and local governments the money we 
told them we would. 

Mr. SESSIONS. You have been a 
champion of that, but even then our 
goal is to do 40 percent, not 100 per-
cent. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I was referring to 
about 100 percent of the 40 percent. 

Mr. SESSIONS. We haven’t even hon-
ored our commitment to do 40 percent. 
But even then, 60 percent of it would be 
carried by the local school system. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. You are accurate. 
Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 

briefly? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I wanted to respond to 

my friend from Alabama. 
It seems to me the argument is, it 

costs too much money to take care of 
kids with disabilities. I remind my 
friend from Alabama, that Supreme 
Court right across the street, less than 
2 months ago, had a case from Iowa, 
the Garrett F. case. Here was a kid who 
was on a breathing device in school 
every day, had to have a nurse with 
him every day because they had to 
clean the phlegm out of his throat and 
his lungs. He was on a breathing de-
vice, severely disabled. His mind was 
fine, mind was great—the kid knew 
what was going on, a good student. 

The school didn’t like it because it 
was costing them a lot of money—I say 
to my friend from Alabama—so they 
took the case to the Supreme Court. 
That Supreme Court over there, in a 7– 
2 decision, including some of the most 
conservative Members of that Court, 
said that under the Constitution of the 

United States they had to provide that 
opportunity. We can argue about how 
we provide it, but, please, don’t tell me 
that somehow, because these kids cost 
a lot of money, we have to give them 
less in their lives than kids who are 
not disabled. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I am glad to yield to 

one of you, and then I am yielding my-
self off the floor. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
want to bring the attention of the Sen-
ate to what I believe to be the law in 
this situation, that absent specifica-
tion in the IDEA law itself, the exten-
sion of continuing services is not re-
quired according to, I think, the best 
on-point legal decisions in cases where 
a person would otherwise have forfeited 
his right to school because of the dis-
ciplinary problem. 

The case of Virginia Department of 
Education v. Riley, from the Fourth 
Circuit, found that the plain language 
of IDEA did not condition the receipt 
of IDEA funds on the continued provi-
sion of educational services to expelled 
children with disabilities and that in 
order for Congress to place conditions 
on the State’s receipt of funds, Con-
gress must do so clearly and unambig-
uously. Therefore, that is one of the 
reasons the law was changed following 
that. 

Mr. HARKIN. What was the date of 
that case? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is prior to the 
change in the law, I say to the Senator 
from Iowa. I am explaining, that is one 
of the reasons the law was changed. I 
think you changed the law, and the 
source of the mandate that services be 
provided, according to that case and 
according to the response of the Con-
gress, was the change of the law. 

So the Constitution does not provide 
a mandate that people have to be given 
continuing services forever in dis-
cipline cases, which has been sug-
gested. 

The point is, the Constitution hasn’t 
been so construed, I don’t believe. I 
think what the law has basically said 
is that that comes from what we did in 
the amendment of the law a year or 
two ago. Was that in 1997? Given that, 
if the source of that responsibility is 
the law, it becomes clear to me that we 
can change the law and alter the re-
sponsibility. 

Now, I think this has been both en-
tertaining and somewhat instructive. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 
to say to my friend from Missouri— 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I want to let the 
Senator from Missouri finish so I can 
depart. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. How nice. 
Mr. HARKIN. I want to tell him he is 

right. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. If the Senator wants 

to tell me I am right, first of all, I need 
reinforcements here to catch me when 
I fall over. But I am delighted. 

Mr. HARKIN. I wanted to say that 
the Senator was right and I misspoke 
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myself. That Court across the street 
said the law was clear, that they had to 
do it. It was not the Constitution. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I want to get back 
to the fundamental point, and there 
are about three of them. I will try to 
make these quickly: One, that the law 
does provide for differential treatment. 
If it didn’t provide for differential 
treatment, we wouldn’t have the law. 
As a matter of fact, part of it was in re-
sponse to this Fourth Circuit opinion, 
and the Congress acted. In so pro-
viding, we created a big loophole for 
guns and firearms in the school. 

We basically provided a basis for dif-
ferential treatment for people who are 
the subject of IEPs, these special edu-
cation students, who might be—I forget 
what the Senator from Alabama said— 
emotionally distressed, or troubled, or 
severely emotionally distressed. They 
might be able to come to school and 
have different treatment if they carry 
a gun to school than if someone else 
does. 

The simple fact is that the Senator 
from Tennessee and I believe we ought 
to give authority to school principals 
to deal with such cases as forthrightly 
as they do with other cases. This is in 
light of the fact that when you get out, 
not in the Chamber of the Senate, not 
in the theory of the bureaucracy, but 
when you get out into local schools, 
the law operates to constrain those 
school officials to have students come 
back to school who have carried guns 
to school and pipe bombs to school. 
They have carried them in, and it is 
not in the best interest, according to 
school officials, to have the students 
back in, but they are back in. 

We simply want to liberate school 
principals and school officials to say to 
people who bring guns and pipe bombs, 
firearms, to school, you can’t do that, 
you are out until we say you can come 
back, in the same way we say that 
under the Gun-Free Schools Act, which 
is the Federal Government’s mandate, 
students are entitled to go to school in 
a place that is not full of guns and fire-
arms. 

I thank the Senator from Vermont 
for according me this opportunity to 
make that simple statement, that we 
want to provide parity for students: No 
matter who you are, when you bring 
firearms and guns to school, we want 
the principal to be able to send you 
home. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I think that narrows 
it down to all that I am saying which 
is, yes, they do that, but they have to 
provide an alternative educational cir-
cumstance, which is something dif-
ferent than other people without dis-
abilities may not have been entitled to. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator from 

Vermont yield to the Senator from 
Vermont? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has just yielded the 
floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from 
Vermont thanks the Senator from 

Vermont. The Senator from Vermont 
will now take the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there has 
been a good debate here by the Sen-
ators from Missouri, Iowa, Vermont, 
Tennessee, and others who have spoken 
about this. I know these are extremely 
important amendments, especially to 
the primary sponsors, and the Senator 
from Iowa and the Senator from Mis-
souri, and the others. 

My perspective is that as ranking 
member and floor manager on this side 
of the bill, I look at a whole lot of 
amendments. At one time, we had a 
couple hundred amendments. We whit-
tled those down. Dozens of Senators on 
both sides of the aisle have agreed to 
withhold their amendments. I spent 
the weekend talking with Senators, 
asking them to withhold their amend-
ments. And they did. Others we were 
able to get in a managers’ agreement, a 
managers’ package, something I am 
still waiting to hear back on from the 
other side. I assume we will get that. 
Many Senators on both sides will see 
the bulk of their amendments in the 
managers’ package. But at some point 
we have to go on. 

I suggest, for whatever it is worth, 
whatever is done, whatever is passed, 
whether it is the amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri, or whether it is 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa, this issue will be in conference. 
The Senator from Utah and the Sen-
ator from Vermont, as the two main 
conferees, will have to try to work out 
yet another overall compromise. We 
have had debate for almost 2 hours. We 
are beyond reasonable to ask that the 
Senator from Missouri and the Senator 
from Iowa simply allow the Senate to 
accept both amendments by a voice 
vote. They will be in the bill. The prac-
tical effect of that, I might say, will 
not be any different if a vote were to be 
had on the floor because we still have 
an issue that will be resolved ulti-
mately in conference. The one dif-
ference will be that we have had a de-
bate that extended for almost 2 hours. 
The debate will then be completed and 
we could go on to other issues. 

I would like to see us finish this bill 
tonight. I am not propounding this as a 
unanimous consent request, but I am 
suggesting it to the Senators. The Sen-
ator from Utah is not on the floor, and 
I don’t wish to speak for him, but the 
Senator from Utah and the Senator 
from Vermont would find that agree-
able. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 
Mr. FRIST. When the Senator says 

accept the two amendments by voice 
vote, does he mean the Harkin proposal 
and ours? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, to accept them 
both. My reason for doing that is—— 

Mr. FRIST. That would be unaccept-
able. We spent a lot of time talking 
about the fundamentals. We have spent 

a lot of time debating this. We will ob-
ject to that. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am not doing this as a 
unanimous consent request. It is just 
an idea. The Senators have an absolute 
right, on both sides, to ask for a vote 
on their amendments. My concern is 
going forward, especially even if we 
have votes on them, the practical re-
sults will be much the same because we 
are still going to have to revisit it in 
the committee of conference. 

We can finish this bill tonight. I just 
throw it out for what it is worth. I 
have been here 25 years and I know the 
Senator has a right to get a vote on his 
amendment. I am just trying to get to 
the practical result, which will, in the 
end, still be the same. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senator 
COLLINS as a cosponsor, along with 
Senator SESSIONS, if he has not already 
been added, to the Frist-Ashcroft 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
is no need for this amendment. IDEA 
already contains provisions to ensure 
that schools are able to remove truly 
dangerous children from the classroom. 
But it also ensures that these children 
receive the services they need—not 
only educational services, but coun-
seling, behavior modification, and 
other related services—so that their 
bad behavior will hopefully not happen 
again. This makes more sense than 
simply sending kids out of the streets, 
which is exactly what the Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment proposes to do. 

The worst example of what happens 
when students are sent home without 
necessary services happened last year 
in Springfield, Oregon. When Kip 
Kinkle brought a weapon to school, he 
was immediately suspended. He went 
home with his gun, killed his parents, 
then returned to school and started fir-
ing. 

The greatest protection a school can 
provide to its students and community 
is to be aware of the warning signs of 
danger and provide the services that 
can prevent the student from using vio-
lence. 

Why would we want to strip those 
very protections from our schools and 
communities by amending IDEA to end 
all services to students with disabil-
ities? In fact, why don’t we have these 
protections in place regarding all chil-
dren, not just those children served 
under IDEA? 

Although several of our colleagues 
here today have pointed to all sorts of 
horror stories allegedly involving IDEA 
students, I would urge my colleagues 
to be get the facts straight. 

(1) For the vast majority of children 
with disabilities, most discipline prob-
lems can be handled by implementing 
their individualized educational plan, 
which now includes behavior manage-
ment strategies. 

(2) IDEA currently allows a school to 
suspend a child for up to 10 days per in-
cident. 
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(3) Moreover, IDEA allows a school to 

discipline a child with a disability just 
like it would discipline any other child, 
so long as that child’s behavior is not a 
manifestation of his or her disability. 

Mr. President, IDEA took three long 
years to reauthorize, and was the prod-
uct of bipartisan negotiations involv-
ing both chambers of Congress and the 
Administration, with extensive public 
input. 

The IDEA regulations have just been 
issued, and they particularly strength-
en the area of disciplinary procedures. 

In many places, schools are only 
starting to use the tools that are avail-
able to them under current law in cases 
where disciplinary actions that could 
be prevented with early intervention. 

In fact, GAO is currently doing a 
study as to whether schools have 
enough flexibility to discipline chil-
dren with disabilities. 

In this letter I received dated April 
29, they stated that work on this study 
should be delayed for two reasons: 

(1) ‘‘Nationwide data on school dis-
cipline for special education students 
is not currently available, but is being 
collected this year,’’ and 

(2) ‘‘IDEA regulations have only re-
cently been published, allowing insuffi-
cient time for their results to be felt 
and measured.’’ 

I ask that the text of this letter be 
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

Mr. President, at this point I believe 
it is not necessary and in fact it would 
be unconscionable and premature to 
amend the IDEA and risk compro-
mising the implementation of this 
landmark legislation. 

Special education students should 
not be the scapegoats here. And let me 
state again, not one of the children in-
volved in the tragedies that we have 
witnessed over the past two years was 
a special ed. student. We need to focus 
this legislation on strengthening all 
schools for all of our children, and stop 
blaming IDEA. 

Mr. President, I want to join with the 
sheriffs, district attorneys, leaders of 
police organizations, violence preven-
tion scholars, and school psychologists 
and counselors, in urging all my col-
leagues to vote against the Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I in-
tend to vote in favor of the pending 
amendment offered by my colleague, 
Senator ASHCROFT, to enhance school 
safety. This bill is based in large part 
on the work of the Republican Juvenile 
Crime Task Force, on which I served. I 
am pleased to see that the amendment 
includes three provisions I proposed to 
the Task Force to help make our chil-
dren’s schools safer. 

The first provision authorizes the use 
of funds to train school personnel, in-
cluding custodians and bus drivers. 
These key people on and near school 
grounds can be helpful in finding sus-
picious objects, pipe bombs, or other 
means of harm if they had the proper 
training. These personnel can be uti-
lized for identifying potential threats, 
crisis preparedness, and emergency re-
sponse. I intend to build on this work 

in the FY 2000 Treasury appropriations 
bill by supporting the role of the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
in training school personnel in the de-
tection of weapons and explosives. 

The second provision authorizes the 
use of funds for the purchase of school 
security equipment and technologies, 
such as metal detectors, electronic 
locks, and surveillance equipment. 
This provision is based on S. 996, the 
‘‘Students Learning in Safe Schools 
Act of 1999’’ which I introduced on May 
11, 1999. 

The third provision would invest 
more resources in School Resource Of-
ficers, including community policing 
officers. This important initiative ex-
pands the Cops in Schools program 
which I was pleased to author as S. 2235 
in the 105th Congress. This bill was en-
acted into law in 1998 and this Spring 
the Justice Department is making $60 
million available for this program in 
this year alone. School Resource Offi-
cers would work in cooperation with 
children, parents, teachers and prin-
cipals to identify dangers and poten-
tially dangerous kids before violence 
erupts and innocent children get hurt. 

The Ashcroft Amendment includes 
many other important provisions to 
enhance school safety. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting in favor of 
this amendment. 

I thank the chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, let me 

briefly comment on what I think is 
most appropriate. We have spent a cou-
ple of hours on the Frist-ASHCROFT 
amendment. It is a pretty clear and 
pretty straightforward amendment. We 
have debated some very useful aspects. 
I would like a vote on this amendment, 
because I think it will improve safety 
in our schools. It closes this loophole. I 
feel very strongly about not postponing 
it until later, or deferring it, or han-
dling it in conference. I would like to 
see an up-or-down vote on it and move 
on after that. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we have 

had a pretty good debate, and it has 
been said that it has taken 2 hours. 
That doesn’t bother me. I have spent 
years on this bill. I spent years on it. I 
spent my entire lifetime with a dis-
abled brother. Do you think 2 hours 
means anything to me? It doesn’t mean 
anything to me. We spent 3 years on 
this bill—3 years—bringing IDEA up to 
date. Do you think 2 hours bothers me? 
Not a bit. 

I am going to say something to my 
friend from Tennessee. He is a good 
man; he has a good heart. I am going to 
read back to my friend from Tennessee 
his words spoken on the floor May 14, 
1997. The issue then was a GORTON 
amendment, which would basically 
have turned back to the local school 
districts the power to basically dis-
cipline kids with disabilities. I want to 
read back to my friend from Tennessee 
what he said then: 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to speak 
in strong opposition as well to this amend-
ment before the Senate, put forth by the 
Senator from Washington, an amendment 
which would instruct local education agen-
cies to set out their own policy—a poten-
tially very different policy—in disciplining 
students with disabilities. In short, under his 
amendment, each school district potentially 
would have its own distinct policy in dis-
ciplining disabled children. And with 16,000 
school districts, the potential for conflicting 
policies is very real. And I am afraid this 
would be a turn-back to the pre-1975 era be-
fore IDEA. Is this a double standard? I say 
no. Clearly, we have outlined a process 
whereby students, if there is a manifestation 
of a disability, would go down one process. 
And if a discipline problem was not a mani-
festation of a disability, that student would 
be treated just like everyone else. 

I am continuing to quote from the 
statement of the Senator from Ten-
nessee on May 14, 1997: 

I think this is fair, this is equitable. Re-
member, if behavior is not a result of that 
disability, all students are treated the same 
in this bill. If behavior is secondary to a dis-
ability, there is a very clear process which is 
outlined in detail. Yes, it does take several 
pages to outline that, but it sets up a bal-
ance between the school, between school 
boards, between parents, and between chil-
dren. 

Senator GORTON claims this amend-
ment is about local control, and I feel 
that it will be used, I am afraid, to 
turn back the hands of the clock to the 
pre-1975 conditions where we know that 
children with disabilities were ex-
cluded from the opportunity to receive 
a free and appropriate public edu-
cation. 

I say to my friend in Tennessee that 
he was right then. Mr. President, he 
was right then. Now we are caught up 
with the issue of guns and bombs. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator was al-
ways kind enough to yield to me. I 
would certainly respond with the same 
kind of favor in response to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. Does the Senator from 
Iowa believe there should be two stand-
ards, if one child with a disability 
walks into a school with a gun and a 
child without a disability walks in 
with a gun, if there is a zero tolerance 
policy for the States, the individual 
who walks in with the gun should be 
back in classroom within 45 days when 
the person without a disability is to-
tally disallowed? 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend from 
Tennessee, I use his own words. He said 
this is a ‘‘double standard.’’ I say no. 

Mr. FRIST. Let me also say that in 
this bill, if you look on page 3, lines 1 
through 8, in terms of intentional or 
not intentional, in terms of whether or 
not someone brings a gun or a fire-
arm—— 

Mr. HARKIN. Where is the Senator 
reading from? 

Mr. FRIST. In terms of ‘‘intent.’’ We 
have narrowed this bill so specifically 
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in terms of an individual bringing a 
gun or a firearm with intent into the 
classroom that they should all be 
treated the same. I think it is impor-
tant that is what this amendment is all 
about is equal treatment, fair treat-
ment, the same treatment, whether or 
not you have a disability, whatever 
your educational status is, that you 
are treated the same, if you bring a 
gun into the classroom or you bring a 
firearm into the classroom. 

Mr. HARKIN. Is the Senator talking 
about subsection (a)(2) on page 3? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. I read that. It says, 

‘‘Nothing in clause (I)(1) shall be con-
strued to prevent a child with a dis-
ability who is disciplined pursuant to 
the authority provided under clause 
1’’—that is, expulsion—‘‘from asserting 
a defense that the carrying or posses-
sion of the gun or firearm was uninten-
tional or innocent.’’ 

I ask the Senator, to whom does that 
child assert the defense? 

Mr. FRIST. To whom? 
Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. FRIST. To the people he jeopard-

izes by bringing into that classroom a 
gun. Is it intentional or not intentional 
when you come in? It should not mat-
ter other than it is intentional. He 
needs to be treated the same as every-
one else. If you are placed out of the 
classroom, if you do not have a dis-
ability, you ought to be placed out of 
the classroom for that same period of 
time whether you have a disability. All 
children should be treated the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. We have already been 
through that. I don’t know if we need 
to go over it again. We have already de-
cided that if a kid brings a gun to 
school, the principal can take that kid 
out of that school immediately, can 
call the police and have the police 
come and haul them away. 

Does the Senator disagree with that? 
Mr. FRIST. That is the not issue. It 

is who ends up back in the classroom. 
I pointed out again and again the sta-
tistics of individuals with disabilities, 
because of this special loophole, who 
end up within 45 days back in the class-
room bringing a gun the first time, the 
second time, and ending up back in the 
classroom. If you do not have a dis-
ability, you cannot end up in the class-
room. Let’s treat everyone the same if 
they bring a gun or if they bring a 
bomb into the classroom. That is what 
the amendment is about. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator says a kid 
can assert a defense that the carrying 
or possession was unintentional. I ask, 
to whom? It doesn’t spell it out here. 
They can assert a defense. But assert it 
to whom? The principal? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes. To the local author-
ity, to the principal, to the teacher. 
That is correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. He can assert that de-
fense. 

Mr. FRIST. That is correct. 
Mr. HARKIN. That it was uninten-

tional. And what kind of process is set 
up which would ensure that there 
would be a fair and impartial hearing 
on that? 

Mr. FRIST. The same process that 
applies to every other student, the 
other 85 percent of the students in the 
classroom. That is the whole point. 
Let’s treat everyone the same. If they 
come into a classroom with a gun or a 
bomb, you treat them the same. The 
local authorities do. The principal 
does. The teachers do. That is the 
whole point. Let’s treat them the 
same. It is what equity is all about 
when we are talking about guns in the 
classroom, or firearms and bombs in 
the classroom. You treat them the 
same. They don’t end up back in the 
classroom. 

That is the fundamental essence of 
what this amendment is all about. You 
treat them the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I might remind the 
Senator that he started off talking 
about the Littleton incident. I am 
going to get into this, because I think 
it is important. I ask the Senator—I 
will start with a statement. I hope it is 
not disputable that in the last 39 
months there have been eight school 
shootings in which kids have died. How 
many of those shootings involved a kid 
with disabilities? I ask the Senator. 

Mr. FRIST. I have not seen those sta-
tistics. I would be happy to take a look 
at them. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will say it and open it 
up to any repudiation. There have been 
eight school shootings in 39 months. 
Not one of those involved a kid with a 
disability—not one. Yet we have an 
amendment going after kids with dis-
abilities. Yet not one involved a kid 
with a disability. In fact, I will point 
out that four of the kids killed at 
Littleton were kids with disabilities. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. Of course, I yield. 
Mr. FRIST. How many people have to 

die or be murdered before the Senator 
from Iowa is willing to close this loop-
hole? Do you want to wait? Is that the 
point of using statistics? Wait until 
people are murdered? We know people 
with disabilities who bring a firearm or 
a bomb to school are ending up back in 
school when students without disabil-
ities are not. Do you want to wait until 
statistics show people are murdered? 

Mr. HARKIN. No. That is why we 
changed IDEA 2 years ago, I say to my 
friend, to provide that whoever brings 
a gun or weapon to school can be im-
mediately removed by the police and 
taken down to the police station. That 
is why we did that. 

Mr. FRIST. That gets them out for 10 
days? 

Mr. HARKIN. No. 
Mr. FRIST. Then what? 
Mr. HARKIN. During that 45 days, I 

say to my friend, during the 45 days— 
he should know this; I am sure he 
does—during the 45 days there is an In-
dividualized Education Program, an 
IEP, developed during that 45 days. 
That IEP will address behavior modi-
fication, therapy services, and inter-
vention to make sure the behavior does 
not occur again. This IEP protects not 
just the child but protects the school. 
The only way a school needs to let a 

kid back in is if that kid is meeting the 
objectives in the IEP and the school 
wants them back in. That is the proc-
ess. 

Mr. FRIST. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. Sure. I would be glad to 

yield. 
Mr. FRIST. There were eight stu-

dents in Tennessee a year and a half 
ago brought firearms in the school. We 
have gone through this, I know. Two 
had no disability and were expelled. 
They are out. Six of the eight were dis-
abled students, individuals with dis-
abilities, and were in special education. 
For three of those who brought the gun 
to the classroom, it was related to a 
manifestation of their disability. It has 
to be that the individuals with disabil-
ities have individual needs that have to 
be addressed. They should be addressed. 
Constitutionally, they should be ad-
dressed. Ethically, they should be ad-
dressed. 

When it comes to a firearm, or a 
when it comes to a bomb, after those 45 
days, three of those eight students in 
Tennessee who brought a bomb to the 
classroom, or a gun, or firearm, fire-
arm, deadly weapon, ended up back in 
school through this loophole when 
none of the other students without a 
disability had that loophole. They en-
tered back into the school. 

When you keep saying get them out 
for 10 days, in truth, whether it is 35 or 
45 days, they are back in the classroom 
and treated in a different way. I say 
treat them the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I ask my friend 
from Tennessee, was that under the old 
law or the new law? 

Mr. FRIST. Those eight, may have 
been under the old law, I am not sure. 
I gave other statistics with the nine 
students from this year. I will have to 
check on that. 

I don’t want to stress the statistics 
too much. I keep using them because I 
have a great fear something bad will 
happen as a result of the law we cre-
ated. 

I can say on the 45-day period which 
we have talked about and worked on 
writing together, if a person is a threat 
during that 45 days, and your team 
says you are a threat, the Senator is 
exactly right, they can be kept out an-
other 45 days. After that 45 days, what? 
I guess it can keep going on. We have 
great faith in that. 

As someone who has, as the Senator, 
seen a lot of individuals with disabil-
ities, if somebody brings a gun into the 
classroom and they are expelled like 
everybody else for 10 days and go 
through a manifestation period, I don’t 
know exactly how to know whether 
that individual is threatening. We have 
to go through all the disabilities. That 
will be a tough diagnosis to make in 
terms of saying, no, you are too threat-
ening to go back when parents are 
there who are saying go back; teachers, 
lawyers, who say he hasn’t done any-
thing over the last 15 or 20 days, maybe 
we should let him go back. 
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That is what our bill gets out. Treat 

everybody the same, if you have a dis-
ability or no disability. If you bring a 
gun or firearm to school, you should be 
treated the same. The same applies to 
cessation of services. You should be 
subjected to the decisionmaking of the 
local principals and teachers in terms 
of services, as well as in terms of expul-
sion. 

Mr. SESSIONS assumed the Chair. 
Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend from 

Tennessee that the example he keeps 
using in Tennessee did occur under the 
old law, not the new law. I hope we can 
forget about using that example. 

Under the new law we passed, we do 
provide that 45 days can be extended 
indefinitely if the school officials feel 
that child is a threat either to himself 
or herself or to the school. 

Again, I just hope that example is 
not used because it confuses people. We 
shouldn’t be confusing people when the 
new law is different than the old law. 

I take a back seat to no one when it 
comes to the issue of safety in schools. 
I just put two daughters through public 
schools all their lives. One just grad-
uated from college; my second daugh-
ter is a senior in public high school— 
student body president, too, I might 
add. Why not brag? If you can’t brag 
about your kids, what can you brag 
about? 

Both my wife and I have always been 
concerned about safety at school. We 
have talked a lot about it with our 
daughter, Jenny, so I don’t take a back 
seat to anyone in terms of safety. 
There are few things as critical to any 
parent as making sure the kids are safe 
when they go out the door in the morn-
ing and when they come home in the 
afternoon. 

I think the recent tragedies in Colo-
rado are the culmination, the end re-
sult, of eight school shootings in 39 
months—Oregon, Kentucky, Mis-
sissippi. I point out, again, to my 
friend from Tennessee, the kid in Or-
egon was expelled, went home, got a 
gun and came back and shot kids. I 
don’t know if expulsion helped in that 
case. 

If you want to base this on the fact 
that expulsion will make the kids safer 
in school, I say look what happened in 
Oregon. It didn’t seem to work there. 

I do believe that what has happened 
during these 39 months and what hap-
pened in Littleton is, indeed, a call to 
action to our families, to our churches, 
schools and communities. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. I am just getting on a 

roll. 
Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 

to his friend on the other side? 
Mr. HARKIN. I yield without losing 

my right to the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. I have to ask the Sen-

ator, this debate has gone on for quite 
a well. It has been one of the better de-
bates I have seen or listened to, on 
both sides. 

It is clear we have a difference of 
opinion. It is clear both sides think 

they have a legitimate case to make. I 
know the distinguished Senator is one 
of the champions for persons with dis-
abilities, as am I. We have worked 
closely together through the years. I 
understand the difficulties that are in-
volved here. I understand his sincerity. 
I also understand the sincerity of the 
Senator from Missouri and the Senator 
from Tennessee. They are decent peo-
ple. They are good men. The Senator 
from Tennessee is a major force on the 
Labor Committee, as is the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa. 

We are in the middle of a bill that 
really needs to be passed now. This is 
our seventh day on this bill. It is not a 
full-blown crime bill that took a tre-
mendous amount of time. This is a lim-
ited, narrow bill with a lot of provi-
sions that will make a difference with 
regard to children in our society. I 
would like to bring it to conclusion. 

I guess I am asking my friend from 
Iowa, can we get an idea of how much 
time the Senator desires? I will talk to 
my people on my side to try and short-
en our time so we can proceed with the 
rest of the amendments on this bill and 
hopefully lock in the final time agree-
ment on all the remaining amendments 
and a final vote certain so everybody in 
the Senate will know what we are 
doing. I just want to ask my colleague 
if he will cooperate with me and set a 
time agreement so we can move this 
bill ahead, rather than have this stay 
in the logjam it is in. 

It is a sincere set of differences. It 
seems to me the way to resolve those 
differences is time honored. We go to a 
vote on this amendment and then I ask 
unanimous consent that the next 
amendment be the Senator’s amend-
ment which rebuts this amendment. So 
we go to a vote on the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa and let the 
chips fall where they may. 

I don’t see any reason to delay this 
bill when I am willing to make that 
offer. I will see that the Senator gets 
an amendment immediately following. 

If you win, you win; if you lose on 
this one, you lose. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, while the 
Senator is thinking over his offer, and 
he will yield without losing his right to 
the floor, during the few moments 
when the Senator from Utah was other-
wise engaged on the Senate floor and I 
discussed this with him, I made a sug-
gestion that we actually accept both 
the amendments—the amendment of 
the Senators from Tennessee and Mis-
souri and the amendment that the Sen-
ator from Iowa would have—knowing 
that it goes to conference, where the 
distinguished Senator from Utah will 
be the Chair, I will be the ranking 
member from the Senate. This whole 
issue is going to have to be revisited in 
conference, anyway. I can guarantee 
from my experience that it will be dif-
ferent from the other body. 

I suggest that as a possible way out. 
I have a couple of reasons for doing 
that: No. 1, with 25 years experience, it 
is a pragmatic way to do it; secondly, 

this is the juvenile justice bill. Earlier 
this afternoon, I was speaking about 
crimes against senior citizens. If we 
stay on this much longer, the juveniles 
we are talking about today will be sen-
ior citizens that we may want to pro-
tect tomorrow. 

I would like to bring this to an end. 
We have an agreement. I think there 
will be time agreements on anything 
left. The distinguished Senator from 
Utah and I are going to very soon pro-
pose a package of managers’ amend-
ments that wipes out a lot of the dead-
wood and perhaps we could go forward. 

I throw that suggestion out again. I 
know the Senator from Tennessee said 
he would not find that acceptable, and 
of course he, as any Senator, has an ab-
solute right—the Senator from Mis-
souri, as any other Member, has an ab-
solute right to have a vote one way or 
the other on their amendment or in re-
lation to it. 

However, I ask the Senators that 
they might want to consider that. 

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield 
further. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield further without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. I can understand why 
the Senators from Missouri and Ten-
nessee want a vote on their amend-
ment. I can understand why the Sen-
ator wants a vote on his amendment. It 
is a legitimate way to resolve an issue. 
I don’t know which way the votes will 
go on either issue and I take a great in-
terest in this as well. But there will be 
a conference and we will probably re-
solve these issues in the best interests 
of all. 

My position is we have had a lengthy 
debate. I have deliberately stayed off 
the floor because I wanted Senators to 
have a free and open debate on this. 
But it seems to me we have had the de-
bate. Basically, both sides have really 
explained their positions. Everybody 
knows what they are. 

My suggestion is we go to a vote on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Mis-
souri, up or down, and then if they lose, 
they lose. Then I will ask unanimous 
consent, whether they win or lose, that 
the Senator be entitled to immediately 
bring up his amendment which would 
undo everything they are doing and we 
go up or down on a vote there. And we 
even could have an additional period of 
time so people could hear one last ex-
planation on the differences between 
the two sides. 

What I want to avoid is a filibuster. 
I want to avoid the Senator feeling he 
has to now delay this whole bill be-
cause he feels deeply about this issue. I 
feel deeply about it, too. I think these 
Senators on this side feel deeply about 
it. You feel deeply about it. Frankly, 
there is still a conference where we can 
work with both sides to see if we can 
resolve this as we go to conference. But 
I would like to be able to push this bill 
forward, because it is an important bill 
and every day we delay—we all know 
once we get it through the Senate, the 
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bill has to come through the House. 
Then we have to go through con-
ference. Then we have to send it down 
to the President. If he signs it, then it 
becomes law. 

We are talking weeks or months be-
fore we can get a juvenile justice bill 
passed that might prevent more Col-
umbine High School massacres. But we 
have to get this done. 

We also have a supplemental appro-
priations bill that has to be brought 
up, because it is important. It is not 
fair to hold this bill hostage—either 
side—now. It is not fair to hold this bill 
hostage because of a dispute that lit-
erally is a legitimate dispute on both 
sides that can be resolved by voting. 
Let the chips fall where they may. I 
have had to do that. I have had to eat 
a lot of stuff here on the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. As have I. 
Mr. HATCH. As has the distinguished 

Senator from Vermont. 
As floor managers, we are trying to 

bring people together. I say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa, I believe 
he has faith that I will always try to do 
what is right for persons with disabil-
ities. I will use my optimum good ef-
forts to try to make sure this matter is 
resolved in a manner that is credible 
and acceptable to both sides—or at 
least as acceptable as can be to both 
sides. But I would like to set a time 
limit for further debate, which I hope 
will not be very long because you have 
been debating now for hours. I think 
virtually everything has been said that 
needs to be said. Then let’s just go to 
those votes. 

The Senator is not on a list right 
now, to come up, I do not believe, after 
this amendment. But I will get you on 
the list. I will ask unanimous consent 
you be given that privilege. I think it 
is fair. I think it is a way of resolving 
this. I don’t want to see a filibuster 
here at the last minute on a bill of this 
importance when this could be resolved 
through voting and when I am giving 
the Senator a shot at his amendment, 
which basically rebuts theirs, imme-
diately following it. I think that is 
fair. It is a reasonable way of doing it. 

You are dealing with two managers 
who have done their utmost to bend 
over backwards for everybody on the 
floor. I have even bent over backwards 
for the Senator from Minnesota, time 
after time—I finally got a smile out of 
him. It is the only time he smiled all 
day. 

But I would like to see my friend 
from Iowa do that. If he would, I would 
personally appreciate it. I would like 
to get this bill done, at least pushed 
forward as far as we can. I believe we 
can finish this bill tonight if we have 
time today. We have had 7 days on this 
bill. I would hate to go on 8 days, but 
I would even do that if we have time 
agreements on all these amendments, 
time agreements on when we vote, and 
let the chips fall where they may and 
let’s go at it. 

I intend to call up an amendment as 
soon as these two are disposed of, if 

that is what we do, and we will move 
ahead on the other amendments and we 
will try to shorten the time on all the 
amendments. I am asking the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa to shorten 
the time, agree to a time agreement, 
and I will certainly live up to asking 
unanimous consent and getting his 
amendment immediately following the 
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ators from Tennessee and Missouri. 

Will the Senator please help me in 
that regard—help us, Senator LEAHY 
and me? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will respond to my 
friend from Utah, and he is my friend 
and someone I like a lot, and respect a 
lot. 

Mr. HATCH. And vice versa. 
Mr. HARKIN. He has made a very im-

passioned plea here, and I know he 
feels strongly about the bill. 

But I just have to respond this way. 
This bill may be cited as the Violent 
and Repeat Juvenile Offender Account-
ability and Rehabilitation Act of 1999. 

Mr. HATCH. Right. That is if we ever 
get it passed. 

Mr. HARKIN. Kids with disabilities 
haven’t been shooting anybody. I 
mean, let’s be honest about it. The rea-
son this bill is here on this floor is be-
cause of what happened in Littleton, 
CO. The Senator from Tennessee, when 
he first started out—— 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
on that point, just on that point? I am 
sorry to interrupt him, but this bill has 
been in the works for 2 solid years. We 
have worked with our colleagues on the 
other side repeatedly. I think the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont and I 
are together on the managers’ package. 
It is very comprehensive. This is not 
some quick thing. We have worked 
very hard on it. Littleton—yes—— 

Mr. HARKIN. But what precipitated 
bringing it to the floor? 

Mr. HATCH. I would have brought it 
to the floor before Littleton, but we 
didn’t have the time to do it. But it 
certainly helped. 

Mr. HARKIN. Everyone hears talk 
about school shootings and school vio-
lence. As I have pointed out, as I said 
to my friend from Utah, there have 
been eight school shootings in 39 
months and 27 have been killed. Not 
one of those involved a kid with a dis-
ability. Not one. Two years? We spent 
3 long years, and I spent years before 
that, working with IDEA. We spent 3 
years hammering out an agreement be-
cause there was this clash between the 
school boards and the principals and 
the teachers and the parents of kids 
with disabilities—3 years we sat in 
rooms around here. 

Mr. HATCH. And I am a strong sup-
porter. 

Mr. HARKIN. We finally got it re-
solved. I can remember as though it 
was yesterday when we went to the 
Mansfield Room. It was Newt Gingrich, 
it was TRENT LOTT, there were Demo-
crats and Republicans and the dis-
ability community and representatives 
of the principals and the school boards. 

We sat in that room right there, that 
Mansfield Room, and we all said halle-
lujah, we all agree. We didn’t all get 
what we wanted. Parents had to give 
up something. Principals gave up some-
thing. But we got a bill we all agreed 
we were going to live with and work 
with. 

We agreed in that room that we were 
not going to go back and make changes 
on this bill. We were going to give it a 
chance to work. These are the changes 
we made. 

I say again to my friend from Ten-
nessee, he keeps bringing up this exam-
ple—that happened under the old law, 
not the new one. The new law, I say to 
my friend, the regulations for the new 
IDEA, just went into effect in March of 
this year. I have been on the Depart-
ment of Education for a year to get 
these regs out, but they received them 
in March. We have not even given it a 
chance to work. Yet, that great bipar-
tisan effort, that bipartisan solution 
that we had that culminated in the 
IDEA amendments of 1997, somehow is 
now being torn apart. 

Why? Because of school shootings— 
what is going on?—when none of these 
kids were disabled? 

I know the Senator from Missouri is 
a nice guy. The last thing he would 
want to do is to be mean to anybody. 
But I have to tell you, if you back up 
and see it from where I am coming 
from, I have to tell you honestly, with 
all my heart, this is almost 
scapegoating kids with disabilities. I 
know you do not mean to do that. But 
I have talked to so many parents out 
there. They talked to me about this 
amendment and said: Why are they 
scapegoating my kids? My kids didn’t 
shoot anybody. My kids with disabil-
ities haven’t done anything. Why are 
we doing this? 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
without losing the right to the floor? 

Mr. HARKIN. Let me please finish. 
This amendment does not belong in 
this bill. 

If I am going—if I am taking time, I 
say to my friend, the only reason I am 
taking time is because I think there 
are a lot of Senators here who do not 
understand what is going on. They 
have not had the privilege I have had of 
working on disability issues for 25 
years. I believe they need to be in-
formed. 

It took us 2 hours today simply to 
get us to agree that if a kid brings a 
gun to a school, regardless of whether 
that kid is disabled or not, they can 
kick him out right away and take him 
to the police station. It took us 2 hours 
just to get that agreement. 

Now we are onto another phase, and 
that phase is what happens after they 
are removed. I do not think it has been 
fully fleshed out yet as to why there is 
a process set up for kids with disabil-
ities. Then we have to get to the third 
stage and that is what happens at that 
point in time, at the end of 45 days. If 
I take some time, I say to my friend 
from Utah, it is because I believe I 
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have an obligation to my families with 
kids with disabilities— 

Mr. HATCH. I know that. 
Mr. HARKIN. To be able to look 

them in the eye and say: I did every-
thing humanly possible to make sure 
that every Senator who comes down 
and casts that vote knows exactly what 
that vote is about. I do not believe I 
have done my job yet. I, obviously, 
have not done my job yet. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. And I am going to take 

more time to do my job. 
Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 

without losing his right to the floor? 
Mr. HARKIN. I yield without losing 

my right to the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. I am suggesting we take 

some more time, but that we agree on 
a time limit so everybody in the Sen-
ate knows. What that does for you— 
you are concerned about Senators 
learning, knowing what to do and hear-
ing your position—when they know 
there is a time certain, that is when 
Senators generally try to listen. I am 
not asking you not to take more time. 
I am not asking you to not filibuster. I 
am asking you— 

Mr. HARKIN. I am just not certain 
how much time it is going to take me. 
That is why—- 

Mr. HATCH. I am asking you to set a 
reasonable time limit. I am also sug-
gesting, as somebody who has been 
around here as long as the Senator 
from Iowa, that the time-honored way 
to resolve these matters when you have 
a legitimate, honest difference of belief 
is to vote. Right now, the Senator does 
not have the right to a vote on his 
amendment, as I understand it. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have my amendment 
filed. 

Mr. HATCH. You cannot bring it up. 
Mr. HARKIN. I have my amendment 

filed. 
Mr. HATCH. I want your amendment 

to come up after this. 
Mr. HARKIN. I have my amendment 

filed. 
Mr. HATCH. You cannot get it up in 

this context without unanimous con-
sent. I will get that for you. 

Mr. HARKIN. I can get it up anytime. 
Mr. HATCH. Sure you can. What I am 

saying is, let’s vote, but do it after you 
have a reasonable time to explain your 
position. But let’s set a time limit so 99 
Senators are not held up. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I won-
der— 

Mr. HARKIN. I still have the right to 
the floor. I yield, again, without losing 
my right. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we are 
trying to do a number of things. One, 
the Senator from Utah and I are re-
flecting our respective parties. We 
want to get through the bill, get a final 
vote one way or another and do it in 
such a way as to protect Senators on 
both sides of the aisle. He has a respon-
sibility for his side of the aisle, and I 
have responsibility for my side of the 
aisle. I take that responsibility strong-
ly. Senators have a right to be heard 

and a right to vote. But at some point, 
we have to wrap it up and vote. 

Mr. HATCH. That is right. 
Mr. LEAHY. May I suggest this: Sen-

ators may have good, strong debates on 
this—and I yield to nobody in my ad-
miration of the Senator from Iowa and 
what he has done. I have taken his lead 
on so many issues involving the dis-
abled because he is a recognized na-
tional expert on this. 

My suggestion, another possibility, is 
we set this matter aside and start vot-
ing on some of the things we have al-
ready done. We finished debate, or all 
but the last couple of minutes of de-
bate, on the Lautenberg amendment. 
Let’s vote on that. Let’s vote on some-
thing on the chairman’s side of the 
aisle and maybe set it in such a way 
that those votes will come within a few 
minutes of each other. 

During that time, Senators will be 
able to talk more. The Senator from 
Utah and I will be able to bring up the 
managers’ amendment and then see if 
it is possible to have time agreements, 
but time agreements in such a way 
that Senators will know this amend-
ment comes up at this time, this 
amendment comes up at another time, 
so there will be more focus. 

I suggest that as a possibility. We 
also know that as much as we talk, of-
tentimes these things are worked out 
during a rollcall vote. That is one way 
we can do it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Iowa 
has the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I yield without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will take just a moment. I certainly 
pay tribute to the—I have not heard 
more passionate, more heartfelt, more 
substantive, more powerful oratory and 
argument on the floor of the Senate 
than what Senator HARKIN has done. I 
thank him as a friend. 

I say to my colleagues, if I can get 
their attention for a moment—Senator 
LEAHY and Senator HATCH—if there is 
agreement to see what can be resolved 
in discussions while Senators come to 
agreement with one another, I would 
be very pleased, on behalf of myself and 
Senator KENNEDY, to have the pending 
amendment laid aside and we will just 
go right to this disproportionate issue, 
which is a complicated and important 
debate. I am ready to do that right 
now. If you want to try to work this 
out, I am ready to ask consent to lay 
the pending amendments aside and go 
right to this amendment and the de-
bate and we have time set for it. I want 
to make that clear. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
again without losing his right to the 
floor? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator HAR-
KIN be permitted to offer his amend-

ment, and that the regular order be, for 
voting purposes: the Frist-Ashcroft 
amendment, then the Harkin amend-
ment—so Senator HARKIN’s amendment 
will immediately follow—then the 
Wellstone amendment and then the 
Lautenberg amendment, and then we 
will have one from our side as well at 
that point. Is there any objection to 
that order? 

Mr. HARKIN. I reserve the right to 
object. 

Mr. HATCH. I am putting it in the 
order I think you want to be in. 

Mr. HARKIN. I reserve the right to 
object, and I say this—— 

Mr. HATCH. This is not the vote. I 
am just putting the order together. 

Mr. HARKIN. I understand. I am say-
ing if there is a vote on the Frist 
amendment, then what kind of time is 
allotted to the Senator from Iowa for 
his amendment? 

Mr. HATCH. We have to agree on 
this. We are not setting time limits. 

Mr. HARKIN. You are just setting 
the order. 

Mr. HATCH. I want to set a time—— 
Mr. HARKIN. Will you read that 

again? 
Mr. HATCH. I am asking unanimous 

consent that the order of the next 
group of amendments to be voted upon 
be Frist-Ashcroft, Harkin, Wellstone 
and then Lautenberg and then one 
from our side. 

Mr. HARKIN. I think there may be 
some people here who may want—I 
don’t know what the majority leader’s 
predisposition is on this. Maybe some 
people want to move to Wellstone and 
vote on that before they get to this. I 
hate to preclude that possibility with a 
unanimous-consent request that this is 
the only order we will take. I would ob-
ject to that. 

Mr. HATCH. You would object to 
having yours put into the appropriate 
order? 

Mr. HARKIN. Only if that order is 
locked in totally. 

Mr. HATCH. It is locked in, but it is 
locked in in a way that protects you— 
that is what I am trying to do here—so 
everybody knows what the matter is. I 
am putting in an order so that you can 
immediately follow the Frist amend-
ment. 

Mr. HARKIN. You say that upon 
completion of a vote on the Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment—— 

Mr. HATCH. Then you have a right to 
call up your amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Then I have a right. 
Mr. HATCH. That is what I am say-

ing. 
Mr. HARKIN. Don’t put it in that 

wording because that locks in the order 
and because there may be votes before 
the Frist amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. No, there will not be 
votes before Frist. 

Mr. HARKIN. Then I object. 
Mr. HATCH. Why? This protects you. 
Mr. HARKIN. We may want to lay it 

aside and go to another amendment. 
Mr. HATCH. We can do that. This is 

to benefit you. You don’t give up one 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5545 May 19, 1999 
thing other than you get in line; you 
are not in line now, behind the Frist 
amendment. To be frank with you, my 
purpose is to give you a shot at your 
amendment. If theirs happens to be 
adopted, you have a shot at yours 
which does away with theirs. 

Mr. HARKIN. Actually, it does not do 
away with it. It modifies it; it does not 
do away with it. 

Mr. HATCH. But it puts you in a po-
sition, and you don’t lose a thing. 

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, I suggest, 
again, what I suggested earlier: if this 
can be set aside, go to the Lautenberg 
amendment and vote on it very quick-
ly, one on your side that can be voted 
on quickly thereafter, and then go 
back to the Frist-Ashcroft amendment, 
partly so that we can talk during the 
votes. I don’t make that as a request, 
but I suggest that really as a way out 
of all of this without giving up any-
thing. 

Mr. HATCH. With the same under-
standing that Senator HARKIN has the 
right to the floor, that is just not ac-
ceptable. The Senators from Missouri 
and Tennessee want a vote on their 
amendment. They are willing to go 
ahead with Senator HARKIN’s amend-
ment immediately following, if I un-
derstand it, and let the chips fall where 
they may. 

I just want to move this ahead. I am 
trying to protect you so you are in 
order to come in at that point. If you 
don’t want to, that is fine with me. It 
is an advantage to you. 

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t know that it 
makes a lot of difference. 

Mr. HATCH. It keeps the thing fo-
cused so people know what you are 
talking about. To me, that is a reason-
able request. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well—— 
Mr. HATCH. Let me withdraw it 

then. I don’t care. What I am trying to 
do, I say to Senator HARKIN again with-
out you losing the right to the floor, I 
am trying to move this ahead. I am 
making a legitimate good-faith effort 
to move it ahead. It is apparent that 
we are not going to have a vote until 
we have the Ashcroft-Frist, Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment voted on. 

I would like, then, to give you the op-
portunity to have your amendment 
called up, which modifies their amend-
ment. Then we will have a vote on your 
amendment. Then we go and just keep 
going down the line, as we have done. 
We are not going to move ahead until 
we vote on this amendment. If you are 
going to filibuster, that is another 
matter. 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to the Senator 
that I may still move to table the 
Frist-Ashcroft amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. That is a right the Sen-
ator has. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have a right to do 
that. 

Mr. HATCH. Sure. 
Mr. HARKIN. I may move to table; 

whereupon, after that motion to table 
is dispensed with, one way or the 

other—obviously, I am sure I would 
lose on that—the bill then becomes 
open to amendment. I may have some 
amendments to the Frist-Ashcroft 
amendment. 

Mr. HATCH. Amendments or an 
amendment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Amendments. And that 
could only occur, if I understand the 
parliamentary procedure, after a mo-
tion to table is dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No 
amendment is in order at this point. 

Mr. HARKIN. At this point. 
Parliamentary inquiry. If I move to 

table the Frist-Ashcroft amendment, 
and that is disposed of, as I understand 
the unanimous-consent request, the 
bill then would be open for amend-
ment—or the amendment would be 
open then after there is an action on it, 
on that amendment, on the motion to 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Frist amendment were tabled, the 
question would recur on the Lauten-
berg amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. No. No. What would 
happen if the Frist amendment were 
not tabled? 

Mr. HATCH. Parliamentary inquiry. 
I do not think the Lautenberg amend-
ment is next on that list. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I might, Mr. Presi-
dent, reclaiming my right to the 
floor—— 

Mr. HATCH. Could I have that par-
liamentary inquiry? I just want to 
know, what is the order? I do not think 
Lautenberg is next. 

Mr. HARKIN. On the parliamentary 
inquiry, I just want to read from the 
unanimous-consent request, Order No. 
8. 

Ordered further, That the following amend-
ments be the only remaining first degree 
amendments in order, with relevant second 
degree amendments in order thereto only 
after a vote on or in relation to the first de-
gree amendment and the amendments lim-
ited to time agreements, where noted, all to 
be equally divided in the usual form. 

So, obviously, a tabling motion 
would be a vote in relation, and there-
fore reading that, I submit, that then 
relevant second-degree amendments 
would be in order. I make that par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is correct that a sec-
ond-degree amendment would be in 
order if the motion to table Frist fails. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HATCH. What I propose does not 

change that at all. If we put these 
amendments in order, the Frist- 
Ashcroft, Harkin and Wellstone and 
Lautenberg, that still does not take 
away your right to move to table and 
then file a second-degree amendment, 
if you desire to. We would have to dis-
pose of the Frist-Ashcroft amendment 
first. And you would have every right 
to do that. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again—— 
Mr. LEAHY. Is that correct? 
Mr. HATCH. Is that correct? All I am 

doing is setting the order in which 

these things would follow. He would 
not be deprived of moving to table the 
Frist-Ashcroft amendment, and if it is 
not tabled of offering amendments. 

Mr. HARKIN. Offering amendments. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the understanding of the unanimous 
consent request, a vote on Frist would 
include either a motion to table or an 
up-or-down. 

Mr. HATCH. I do not understand. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If your 

interpretation of your consent request 
is that a vote on Frist includes a vote 
to table, then we would be correct in 
that we have agreement on that. 

Mr. HATCH. Well, I think we would. 
Mr. HARKIN. You want to read that 

unanimous consent request again? I am 
still—— 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator HARKIN be permitted to 
offer his amendment, and that the reg-
ular order be the Frist-Ashcroft 
amendment, and if there is a motion to 
table by Senator HARKIN, and it is not 
tabled, then it would be open for—— 

Mr. HARKIN. Or any motion to table. 
Mr. HATCH. Any motion to table, 

and it is not tabled, then it would be 
open for a second-degree amendment. 
But immediately following the disposi-
tion of that would be the Harkin 
amendment with the same conditions, 
the Wellstone amendment with the 
same conditions, and the Lautenberg 
amendment with the same conditions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, then under his proposal, how 
many second-degree amendments could 
be offered to the Frist-Ashcroft amend-
ment if, in fact, the tabling motion was 
not agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
many angels can dance on a pin? 

Mr. LEAHY. I did not hear the re-
sponse. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. How many angels 
can dance on the head of a pin? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
motion to table the Frist amendment 
fails, then that amendment is open to 
relevant second-degree amendments. 

Mr. HARKIN. Relevant second-degree 
amendments, in the plural? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. Let me ask one other 
question about this unanimous consent 
request. Let’s say someone wants to set 
this aside and move on to another 
amendment. Would that be allowed 
under this proposal? 

Mr. HATCH. With unanimous con-
sent, it would. 

Mr. LEAHY. That would require 
unanimous consent, I would assume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
require unanimous consent. 

Mr. HARKIN. Just as it does now. 
The unanimous consent request, 

again, because I really want to protect 
my rights, and I just want to make 
sure my rights are fully and adequately 
protected, I ask the Senator if perhaps 
it could be reduced to writing or some-
thing just so I can take a look at it. I 
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am going to be here for a while talking 
anyway. 

Mr. HATCH. We will be happy to do 
that. 

Mr. HARKIN. I just want to make 
sure my rights are protected. That is 
all. I just want to look at it. 

Mr. HATCH. I withdraw my unani-
mous consent request at this particular 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn. 

Mr. HATCH. We may want to set this 
aside for that purpose. If we do, I will 
ask the Senator, would the Senator 
please give some consideration to my 
request that we have a time agree-
ment—I am not suggesting what time, 
but that we have a time agreement on 
the Frist-Ashcroft amendment so that 
everybody here knows what is going 
on? Then people will listen to his reci-
tation of what he believes as to the sit-
uation. Can you give us a time agree-
ment? 

Mr. HARKIN. Not at this time I can-
not, I say to my friend. I cannot at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as I 
said, I take a backseat to no one in my 
concern for safety in schools, having a 
daughter who is a senior in high school 
now and a daughter who just graduated 
from college, both of whom have at-
tended public schools all of their lives. 

I daresay that what has precipitated 
this bill has been the recent tragedy in 
Littleton, CO, and the eight shootings 
over 39 months in our public schools in 
America. These tragedies have, indeed, 
called us to action, called us as fami-
lies, churches, schools, communities, 
parents, teachers, and, yes, as law-
makers. 

I hope these tragedies lead us all to 
take positive and constructive steps to 
reduce the likelihood of any recur-
rence. We want to make sure all of our 
schools are places of learning, not of 
fear. 

But we should not let this tragedy of 
Littleton lead us into emotional, un-
founded, though well-intentioned ac-
tions which can harm the most vulner-
able in our society, and those are our 
kids with disabilities. 

I know that the amendment is well- 
intentioned. The Senator from Ten-
nessee and the Senator from Missouri 
are good people. But this would amend 
the Individuals with Disabilities Act, 
and I believe in the deepest part of my 
being that this amendment will have 
just the opposite effect. If enacted, it 
will do a couple of things. It will make 
our schools and communities less safe, 
and it will turn the clock back on all 
the advances we have made in our 
country to ensure that kids with dis-
abilities have a fair shot at the Amer-
ican dream. 

This amendment targets a group of 
students who are more likely to be the 
victims of school violence than the per-
petrators. It is the kids with disabil-
ities, now mainstreamed into our 

schools, who are beat up on, preyed 
upon, made fun of by nondisabled kids. 
Time and time again, it is the kids 
with disabilities who are the victims of 
the violence. This has been true for a 
long time, a long time. 

Why are we singling them out with 
this amendment? None, not one, of the 
eight school shootings in the last 39 
months was perpetrated by a child in 
special education. So why do we have 
this amendment? 

Well, I just want to point out, sadly, 
four of the students shot in the ram-
page at Columbine High School were 
special ed kids —four of them. So why 
are we singling out kids with disabil-
ities? Why are we changing a law that 
we passed 2 years ago, that we just got 
the regulations issued in March of this 
year, which has not had even an oppor-
tunity to work? Why are we doing it? 

Well, I forget which Senator it was 
who said, well, we do not want to wait 
until something bad happens. My gosh, 
under that philosophy, what else can 
we do to our schools? How about all the 
kids with disabilities? What are we 
going to do with them if we don’t want 
to wait until something bad happens? 
That philosophy can take you down a 
lot of alleys, a lot of dead-end alleys. I 
think the answer to ‘‘we don’t want to 
wait till something bad happens’’ is ex-
actly why we passed the amendments 
to the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act 2 years ago. That is why 
we have said, if a kid is violent, brings 
a gun to school, they can get them out 
immediately to protect the school. 

I hope everyone heard here today—we 
finally got an agreement on that 
point—that if a kid brings a gun to a 
school, regardless of whether that kid 
is disabled or not, they can call up the 
police and have that kid hauled down 
to the police station immediately, im-
mediately. Now, when there is some 
thought around here that somehow be-
cause a kid is disabled, the principal 
has to go through all kinds of hoops to 
get them out of school, I say that is 
not true. And we finally at least got 
that nailed down today. 

I yield to my friend from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I want to ask the 

Senator one question. 
Mr. HATCH. Would the Senator yield 

for another inquiry from the manager? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased 

to yield. 
Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. HATCH. I have been trying to 

avoid a filibuster here on a bill that I 
think everybody admits is very impor-
tant. The Senator has indicated he is 
willing to filibuster. And as somebody 
who has been around here a long time, 
who knows how to do it, I recognize 
one when I see one. 

Let me make an offer here that I 
think is superfair. I have tried to make 
an offer that the Senator get in line 
right behind this amendment so he has 
every shot at his amendment. 

Let me ask Senators FRIST and 
ASHCROFT, as well, would both sides be 
willing—since we know 60 votes is the 

key, would both sides be willing to do 
this: That we call up for a vote, after 
another reasonable time for final de-
bate here, but hopefully a very short 
time, call up the Ashcroft-Frist/Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment? And if it does 
not get 60 votes and we call yours up 
right after, if neither of them gets 60 
votes, we pull them both, rather than 
have a filibuster here—excuse me, Lau-
tenberg and Frist. OK. 

Let me ask, I have to ask the Sen-
ator from Vermont. It has been sug-
gested that since we had had problems 
with this amendment, which is 60 
votes, if they don’t get 60 votes, they 
pull it. We do the same with the Lau-
tenberg; if he doesn’t get 60 votes, we 
pull that. 

Mr. HARKIN. You are going to have 
to ask Senator LAUTENBERG that. 

Mr. LEAHY. Are you talking about 
the— 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I didn’t hear the 
question. 

Mr. LEAHY. I want to make sure I 
understand this. If the Senator from 
Utah is suggesting that if the most 
hotly contested gun amendment does 
not get 60 votes, we throw it out— 

Mr. HATCH. Right. 
Mr. LEAHY. —I don’t think anybody 

is going to accept that. 
Mr. HATCH. We throw this one out 

and that one out. 
Mr. LEAHY. I think there is a better 

way of doing that. I was discussing it 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. I would like to listen to his 
suggestion. 

Mr. LOTT. Who has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Iowa 
has the floor. 

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator from 
Iowa yield to me? 

Mr. HARKIN. Of course. 
Mr. LOTT. I think everybody is try-

ing in good faith to find a way to deal 
with this issue and move on. I thought 
that idea just proposed might work, 
but it looks as if that would be ob-
jected to. 

What I would like to propose as an 
alternative—and it is being typed up 
now, and we want both sides to look at 
it—is that we go forward. We set aside 
the pending amendment, and we go for-
ward with a series of votes, including 
probably the managers’ package, which 
a lot of people have been interested in 
and concerned about. They would be 
able to see what it was. And then go to 
the Lautenberg amendment and have a 
vote. Then go to a Smith-Jeffords 
amendment and have a vote. Then go 
to Wellstone and have a vote, and then 
to a McConnell. 

So we would have a series of stacked 
votes while we continue to work to see 
how we can resolve other outstanding 
issues. But rather than just continuing 
to talk back and forth without making 
progress, looking at the hour here, if 
we could have a series of, I believe it 
would be five votes—six votes now—I 
think that would be one way to give us 
time so we could make progress and 
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give us time to continue to work on 
these other issues. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the major-
ity leader yield? 

Has the Smith-Jeffords amendment 
been sent up and discussed? We have 
several amendments that have already 
been offered, and I do not know why we 
are—maybe I do know why and I just 
don’t want to realize after this very 
amiable discussion, Mr. Leader, that 
we had earlier about how we were 
going to cooperate and let the public 
hear what we are really doing here. 

I ask—we have several amendments, 
on both sides—what would the regular 
order be, Mr. Leader? As I understand 
it, the Parliamentarian can answer 
that. There was no Smith-Jeffords in 
there. We have an order, and it would 
be nice to not suddenly suggest that 
perhaps 60 votes would do it. And then 
we could hear— 

Mr. LOTT. Well, 60 votes—it was sug-
gested. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. In good fellow-
ship, I know. 

Mr. LOTT. It was suggested. This is 
not taking everything in the exact 
order. We have been moving the order 
around back and forth since Monday. 
For instance, the managers’ amend-
ment—usually you don’t do that until 
the last thing. In a show of good faith, 
an indication from Senator LEAHY was 
that Senators would like to have that 
done and see what is in it. We would 
put that first in the pecking order, 
which would not be the way it is al-
ways done, but it would be construc-
tive. Then Lautenberg, I think, would 
be the next pending thing. And these 
others, I am not sure of the exact order 
they are in, but I propose that we do 
them that way so we can move for-
ward. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I might 
say, if the Senator from Iowa will yield 
so I may respond. 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. I find much in the pro-

posal—I realize it is going to be typed 
up and has not been made yet, but the 
proposal by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi is a good one for moving us for-
ward. I am not sure the managers’ 
package would even need a rollcall 
vote. If that is the case, the first roll-
call vote will be on the amendment of 
the Senator from New Jersey, and the 
next one would be—well, it would be 
whatever order the distinguished lead-
er has spoken. Again, based on the ex-
perience I have had managing bills, I 
tend to agree with the distinguished 
majority leader. This might be a good 
way to get us moving. I also suggest 
that it protects the Senator from Iowa, 
the Senator from Missouri, and the 
Senator from Tennessee. But it moves 
us forward. 

Mr. LOTT. Right. We are having this 
typed up now. We will get copies to the 
managers on both sides and the leader-
ship. But I believe this is one way to 
keep the bill going. We have had a good 
lengthy discussion today, and there is 
a fundamental disagreement on this. 

At some point, I hope the Senator from 
Iowa—like on Lautenberg and on these 
others, we worked through this with-
out second-degreeing, without ob-
structing. You all have had some 
amendments you don’t like, and we 
have had a few amendments we don’t 
like, but in the end you vote. If you 
win, you win; if you lose, you lose. It 
still has to go to conference and all 
that. I hope we can get an agreement 
on this. I don’t think anybody is dis-
advantaged. I think everybody will 
think they have had a fair shot. Sen-
ators FRIST, ASHCROFT and the Senator 
from Iowa can talk during the votes 
and see if we can’t find a way to bring 
it to a conclusion. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask the Senator from Iowa to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. HARKIN. I still have the floor. I 
will yield without losing my right to 
the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. My question is 
really vis-a-vis the Senator from Iowa 
to my colleague from Utah. The 
amendment I have been trying to get 
on the floor is the Wellstone-Kennedy 
amendment dealing with dispropor-
tionate minority confinement. I as-
sume when we listed the amendments 
that already has a 2-hour limit set. 

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator from Iowa 
will yield, he is getting to be a really 
good traffic cop here. 

Mr. HARKIN. Red light, green light. 
Mr. LOTT. If your understanding is 

that you would like to have your vote 
maybe earlier in the lineup, I don’t see 
a problem with that. We try to alter-
nate, Republican and Democrat. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is fine. We 
already have a 2-hour time limit on 
that. We agreed on that. 

Mr. LOTT. Two hours more debate? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. It is on dispropor-

tionate minority confinement. It is the 
amendment I have with Senator KEN-
NEDY. 

Mr. LOTT. I think that is another 
amendment. Don’t you have another 
Wellstone amendment? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I have another 
one. 

Mr. LOTT. This is regarding your 
other Wellstone amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I have been wait-
ing on the floor forever. I am pleased at 
what the Senator from Iowa is doing. 
The one laid aside is going into the 
managers’ package. I have been wait-
ing patiently. When you put it in order, 
please put in the Wellstone-Kennedy 
amendment, which deals with a very 
important question that we have been 
trying to debate for days. 

Mr. LOTT. This one is No. 356, identi-
fied as a Wellstone amendment. It is 
not the amendment you are speaking 
of. If I understand you correctly, you 
are talking about a Kennedy-Wellstone 
amendment, and you need 2 more hours 
for debate. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This has been 
agreed to for days. That is right. The 
amendment, I am assuming, in the se-
quence that we are talking about is the 

Wellstone-Kennedy amendment dealing 
with disproportionate minority con-
finement. Two hours to be equally di-
vided is the agreement on that. No. 356 
has been allegedly put in the managers’ 
amendment. If we can please put this 
one on the list. 

Mr. HATCH. Nobody ever agreed to 2 
hours. I don’t know if we ever had an 
agreement on that. Of course you have 
to have enough time to argue, but I 
hope it is not 2 hours. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor, and I ask 
if he will yield without losing his right 
to the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield under those con-
ditions. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask if it might be in 
order to suggest the absence of a 
quorum, which I am not doing, but to 
do that under a unanimous consent, 
that at the completion of it the Sen-
ator from Iowa would be allowed to re-
claim the floor. 

Mr. LOTT. I ask the Senator from 
Iowa if he will be willing to have a vote 
on his amendment in the sequence we 
are talking about here? 

Mr. HARKIN. I want to see the lay of 
the land before I answer a question like 
that. 

Mr. LOTT. I am inquiring because I 
had nobody to ask that. You all have 
had a good, full debate. I wondered if 
you would not be ready to go to a vote 
now. 

Mr. HARKIN. No, I don’t feel that I 
am. I haven’t even finished my state-
ment yet. As I said earlier to my friend 
from Utah, I believe there are a lot of 
misperceptions out there on this 
amendment, and being the poor debater 
that I am and the poor teacher that I 
am, I don’t believe that I have fully 
and adequately represented what this 
means to families with kids with dis-
abilities. It will probably take a little 
longer simply because I am so poor at 
getting across my point, it seems. So I 
am going to have to take a look at that 
before I make any decisions. I am not 
going to answer hypothetical ques-
tions. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa has the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 

yield to the leader to do that. I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
quorum call is dispensed with, this 
Senator, the Senator from Iowa, be 
given the right to the floor at that 
point in time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will yield 

the floor, you will have the floor when 
we return, too. That was agreed to. I 
will put in a quorum call to try to 
work this out. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the privileges 
of the floor be granted to Lucille Zeph 
for the pendency of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Under the previous ar-
rangement, I further suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Let me make it clear at 
the beginning, Mr. President, we don’t 
want to in any way dispossess the Sen-
ator from Iowa from his opportunity to 
be further heard, if he so desires, on his 
position with regard to the Ashcroft- 
Frist amendment. I ask in this agree-
ment that that discussion be set aside 
and we go to four other amendments 
and have the debate and stacked votes 
on those amendments. 

I will state the agreement which Sen-
ator DASCHLE had a chance to review. I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendments be set aside and the 
Senate proceed immediately to the 
managers’ package, and following that 
amendment, the following amendments 
be considered for votes in the following 
sequence, under time agreements 
where noted, in the usual form. 

I want to emphasize, the managers’ 
package would go first; there would be 
some description of that. We under-
stand that would probably not require 
a recorded vote. I further ask consent 
that the amendments be voted in the 
order listed below, with 2 minutes for 
debate prior to each vote for expla-
nation. In other words, we will have 2 
hours of debate on the first one, then 
go to the other amendments, but before 
the actual votes occur there will be 2 
minutes for final explanation, and that 
all provisions of the consent agreement 
of May 14 be in place. 

The amendments are as follows: The 
Wellstone disproportionate minority 
amendment, for 2 hours of debate; the 
McConnell amendment regarding pub-
lic schools, 30 minutes; the Boxer 
amendment regarding afterschool 
time, 10 minutes; and the Gordon 
Smith-Jeffords amendment regarding 
pawnshops. We will specify the time 
when we have had a chance to review 
that. 

That is the order. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-

serving the right to object, there are 
no second-degrees; is that correct? 

Mr. LOTT. It would be the usual 
agreement of no second-degrees prior 
to a vote on the motion to table. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, a 
Wellstone-Kennedy amendment is list-
ed? 

Mr. LOTT. Yes. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the right 

to object, frankly, this is addressing 
the amendment which is pending, and 
it is rather complex. I would be grate-
ful for an opportunity to look at this 
agreement if it is written up. I would 
like to have a chance to consider it. 

Mr. LOTT. As I told the Senator from 
Iowa—and I believe Senator FRIST has 
been on the floor most of the time— 
this is in no way intended or will not 
disadvantage or eliminate this amend-
ment. It will just set it aside so we can 
make some progress on amendments 
where time agreements are already 
locked in. We will have votes on those 
amendments at the end of those 
agreed-to times. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right 
to object, let me just remind everyone 
that we have approximately 24 hours 
left of this week. In that timeframe we 
have to do not only the rest of this bill 
but the supplemental appropriations 
bill. The only way we are going to fin-
ish this is if everybody is willing to co-
operate a little bit more and indulge 
the leadership and the managers of this 
bill in such a fashion that will allow 
completion. 

It has been difficult, and, I must say, 
increasingly frustrating, for those who 
have tried to work through all of this 
in a way that would allow some reason-
able conclusion. It seems the longer we 
work on it, the more everyone’s back is 
up. It is essential we work together and 
try to resolve this matter. We have 
been on this bill now for over a week. 
It is time to bring it to a successful 
conclusion. 

I ask the cooperation in the remain-
ing hours of this debate on the part of 
Members on both sides, so that we can 
finish it. 

I have no objection. 
Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator DASCHLE 

for his comments. I very strongly feel 
the same way. We have come a long 
way on this bill. The underlying bill 
was one that had bipartisan support. 

We have narrowed down the number 
of amendments to a finite list. Senator 
REID has worked very diligently to ac-
complish that. We must deal with the 
supplemental appropriations bill before 
we go. In order to do that, we will have 
to have some cooperation. 

I have been criticized because I have 
maybe tried to be too fair, everybody 
has that fair, straight-up shot: No sec-
ond-degrees, make your point, have the 
vote, win some, lose some. If we go 
with that attitude, we can complete 
this list and the other amendments and 
complete this bill and do the supple-
mental. 

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, I think 
this is a good step forward. The Sen-
ator from Utah and I and the Senator 
from South Dakota and the Senator 
from Mississippi have worked very 
hard, along with appropriate other peo-
ple, to cut down the list. 

I ask one question, because it is one 
we are obviously going to be asked: 
Under this agreement, when will we 
vote on the Lautenberg gun amend-
ment? When would the leader expect 
we would be voting on the Lautenberg 
amendment? 

Mr. LOTT. There will be an effort for 
that to be either the first or the second 
vote. The pending business, I believe, 
would be the Ashcroft-Frist issue. We 
would have to dispose of that and then 
we would go to, I hope, a series of addi-
tional stacked amendments which 
would lead off, I presume, with Lauten-
berg right at the front. 

In order to do that before we did 
Ashcroft-Frist, we would have to get 
another agreement. I would like to do 
it because I think that is an issue that 
a lot of people feel very strongly about. 
I would like to do it like the rest. It is 
time to vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. The distinguished leader 
is saying it would not be voted on to-
night? 

Mr. LOTT. No, it would not be voted 
on tonight. What we would do, for 
these four amendments, is debate and 
then vote, and the pending business 
would be the Frist-Ashcroft amend-
ment at the end of that. I want to 
make that clear so you are not 
dispositioned by that. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Is it possible to 
modify this consent request to say the 
Frist-Ashcroft amendment would be 
the pending business at the conclusion 
of this vote, and no later at the onset 
of the business tomorrow morning? 

Mr. LOTT. That is the status. But I 
would be glad to modify it to that ex-
tent, because it just confirms what the 
status is, procedurally, anyway. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent as 
amended? 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I agree with Senator 

ASHCROFT with one provision, if we say 
‘‘Senator HARKIN retaining the right to 
the floor when the Senate returns to 
the Frist-Ashcroft amendment.’’ 

I have the right to the floor now. I 
had the floor. I just want to make sure 
when this amendment comes back up 
that I have the right to the floor. 

Mr. LOTT. Is that the procedure? Did 
he have the floor anyway? 

I am told you have that right any-
way, so I don’t think we give anything 
up by including it in the unanimous 
consent request. 

Mr. HARKIN. OK. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. LOTT. Then I would add we 

would then pass this amendment by 
voice vote. I was just kidding, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. That last part was not 
included. 

Mr. LOTT. That was not there. 
Mr. LEAHY. That was not included. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we are now 

anxiously awaiting the comments of 
the Senator from Minnesota. We hope 
he will feel free to condense his time. 
Oh, the managers’ amendment would 
be first. We expect there would be 
stacked votes in sequence between 7:30 
and 8. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have a 

managers’ amendment which has been 
cleared on both sides as far as I know. 
This amendment is a compilation of 
amendments by Members on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. The Senator 
from Utah has the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. I now ask unanimous 
consent that any pending amendments 
be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 363 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I send a 

managers’ amendment to the desk and 
ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], for 

himself and Mr. LEAHY, proposes en bloc an 
amendment numbered 363. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the 
Chairman and I have been able to put 
together a managers’ amendment and a 
package of amendments that improve 
S. 254 in a number of ways that should 
please Members from both sides of the 
aisle. We have accomplished this task 
by finding the middle ground, and the 
bill will be a better one for it. 

I said last week during the Senate’s 
consideration of this bill that we 
should not care whether a proposal 
comes from the Republican or Demo-
cratic side of the aisle. A good proposal 
that works should get the support of 
all of us. Our first question should be 
whether a program or proposal will 
help our children effectively, not 
whether it is a Democratic or Repub-
lican proposal. 

This managers’ amendment and 
package of amendments reflects that 
philosophy. It shows that when this 
body rolls up its sleeves and gets to 
work, we can make significant 
progress. I commend the Chairman for 
his leadership in this effort and I am 
glad we were able to work together 
constructively to improve this bill. 

Many Members had good additions 
and modifications to make to this bill, 
and we have agreed to accept them in 
the managers’ package of amendments. 

In addition to the amendments in-
cluded in the package, the chairman 
and I have worked together on a man-
agers’ amendment to address a number 
of my longstanding concerns with the 
underlying bill. Let me explain what 
those changes accomplish. 

I noted my concern at the beginning 
of this debate that the State preroga-

tive to handle juvenile offenders would 
be undermined by this bill. The 
changes we made to the underlying bill 
in the managers’ amendment satisfies 
my concerns. For example, S. 254 as in-
troduced would repeal the very first 
section of the Federal Criminal Code 
dealing with ‘‘Correction of Youthful 
Offenders.’’ This is the section that es-
tablishes a clear presumption that the 
States—not the federal government— 
should handle most juvenile offend-
ers—18 U.S.C. section 5001. While the 
original S. 254 would repeal that provi-
sion, the managers’ amendment retains 
it in slightly modified form. 

In addition, the original S. 254 would 
require Federal prosecutors to refer 
most juvenile cases to the State in 
cases of ‘‘concurrent jurisdiction . . . 
over both the offense and the juvenile.’’ 
This language created a recipe for 
sharp lawyering. Federal prosecutors 
could avoid referral by simply claiming 
there was no ‘‘concurrent’’ jurisdiction 
over the ‘‘offense’’ due to linguistic or 
other differences between the federal 
and state crimes. Even if the juvenile’s 
conduct violated both Federal and 
State law, any difference in how those 
criminal laws were written could be 
used to argue they were different of-
fenses altogether. This was a huge 
loophole that could have allowed fed-
eral prosecutors to end-run the pre-
sumption of referral to the State. 

We fix this in the managers’ amend-
ment, and clarify that whenever the 
federal government or the State have 
criminal laws that punish the same 
conduct and both have jurisdiction 
over the juvenile, federal prosecutors 
should refer the juvenile to the State 
in most instances. 

Finally, I was concerned that, con-
trary to current law, a federal prosecu-
tor’s decision to proceed against a ju-
venile in federal court would not be 
subject to any judicial review. The 
managers’ amendment would permit 
such judicial review, except in cases in-
volving serious violent or serious drug 
offenses. 

Another area of concern has been the 
ease with which S. 254 would allow fed-
eral prosecutors to prosecute juveniles 
14 years and older as adults for any fel-
ony. 

While I have long favored simplifying 
and streamlining current federal proce-
dures for trying juveniles, I believe 
that judicial review is an important 
check in the system, particularly when 
you are dealing with children. S. 254 in-
cluded a ‘‘reverse waiver’’ proposal al-
lowing for judicial review of most cases 
in which a juvenile is charged as an 
adult in federal court. I had suggested 
a similar proposal last year. The man-
agers’ amendment makes important 
improvements to that provision. 

First, S. 254 gives a juvenile defend-
ant only 20 days to file a reverse waiver 
motion after the date of the juvenile’s 
first appearance. This time is too 
short, and could lapse before the juve-
nile is indicted and is aware of the ac-
tual charges. The managers’ amend-

ment extends the time to make a re-
verse waiver motion to 30 days, which 
begins at the time the juvenile defend-
ant appears to answer an indictment. 

Second, S. 254 requires the juvenile 
defendant to show by ‘‘clear and con-
vincing’’ evidence that he or she should 
be tried as a juvenile rather than an 
adult. This is a very difficult standard 
to meet, particularly under strict time 
limits. Thus, the managers’ amend-
ment changes this standard to a ‘‘pre-
ponderance’’ of the evidence. 

As initially introduced, S. 254 would 
require juvenile criminal records for 
any federal offense, no matter how 
petty, to be sent to the FBI. This 
criminal record would haunt the juve-
nile as he grew into an adult, with no 
possibility of expungement from the 
FBI’s database. 

The managers’ amendment makes 
important changes to this record re-
quirement. The juvenile records sent to 
the FBI will be limited to acts that 
would be felonies if committed by an 
adult. In addition, under the manage-
ments’ amendment, a juvenile would be 
able after 5 years to petition the court 
to have the criminal record removed 
from the FBI database, if the juvenile 
can show by clear and convincing evi-
dence that he or she is no longer a dan-
ger to the community. Expungement of 
records from the FBI’s database does 
not apply to juveniles convicted of 
rape, murder, or certain other serious 
felonies. 

Much of the debate over reforming 
our juvenile justice system has focused 
on how we treat juvenile offenders who 
are held in State custody. The Federal 
government for years has required 
States, in order to qualify for certain 
grant funds, to provide certain core 
protections, including separating juve-
niles from adult inmates, keeping sta-
tus offenders out of secure facilities, 
and focusing prevention efforts to re-
duce disproportionate confinement of 
minority youth. 

In the last Congress, S. 10 either 
eliminated or gutted each of these core 
protections. The chairman and Senator 
SESSIONS significantly improved S. 254 
in this regard, and I commend them for 
that. The managers’ amendment con-
tinues to make progress on the ‘‘sight 
and sound separation’’ protection and 
the ‘‘jail removal’’ protection. 

Specifically, the managers amend-
ment would make clear that when par-
ents in rural areas give their consent 
to have their children detained in adult 
jails after an arrest, the parents may 
revoke their consent at any time. In 
addition, the judge who approves the 
juvenile’s detention must determine it 
is in the best interests of the juvenile, 
and may review that detention—as the 
judge must periodically—in the pres-
ence of the juvenile. 

The managers’ amendment also clari-
fies that juvenile offenders in rural 
areas may be detained in an adult jail 
for up to 48 hours while awaiting a 
court appearance, but only when no al-
ternative facilities are available and 
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appropriate juvenile facilities are too 
far away to make the court appearance 
or travel is unsafe to undertake. 

The managers’ amendment contains 
a significant improvement in the sight 
and sound separation requirement for 
juvenile offenders in both Federal and 
State custody. S. 254 has been criti-
cized for allowing ‘‘brief and inci-
dental’’ proximity between juveniles 
and adult inmates. This amendment 
fixes that by incorporating the guid-
ance in current regulations for keeping 
juveniles separated from adult pris-
oners. Specifically, the managers’ 
amendment would require separation 
of juveniles and adult inmates and ex-
cuse only ‘‘brief, inadvertent or acci-
dental’’ proximity in non-residential 
areas, which may include dining, rec-
reational, educational, vocational, 
health care, entry areas, and passage-
ways. 

I am pleased we were able to make 
this progress. I appreciate that a num-
ber of Members remain concerned, as 
do I, about how S. 254 changes the dis-
proportionate minority confinement 
protection in current law. This will be 
an important debate, and I continue to 
believe we should support an amend-
ment intended to correct that part of 
S. 254. 

S. 254 includes a $200 million per year 
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Chal-
lenge Grant to fund both primary pre-
vention and intervention uses after ju-
veniles have had contact with the juve-
nile justice system. I and a number of 
other members were concerned that in 
the competition for grant dollars, the 
primary prevention uses would lose out 
to intervention uses in crucial deci-
sions on how this grant money would 
be spent. 

With the help of Senator KOHL, we 
have included in the managers’ amend-
ment a clear earmark that 80 percent 
of the money, or $160 million per year 
if the program is fully funded, is to be 
used for primary prevention uses and 
the other 20 percent is to be used for 
intervention uses. Together with the 
25-percent earmark, or about $112 mil-
lion per year if that program is fully 
funded, for primary prevention in the 
Juvenile Accountability Block Grant 
that was passed by the Senate in the 
Hatch-Biden-Sessions amendment, this 
bill now reflects a substantial amount 
of solid funding for primary prevention 
uses. 

I expressed some concern when the 
Senate passed the Hatch-Biden-Ses-
sions amendment authorizing $50 mil-
lion per year for prosecutors and dif-
ferent kinds of assistance to prosecu-
tors to speed up prosecution of juvenile 
offenders. I pointed out that this 
amendment did not authorize any addi-
tional money for judges, public defend-
ers, counselors, or corrections officers. 
The consequence would be to only ex-
acerbate the backlog in juvenile justice 
systems rather than helping it. 

The managers’ amendment fixes that 
by providing $50 million per year avail-
able in grant funds to be used for in-

creased resources to State juvenile 
court judges, juvenile prosecutors, ju-
venile public defenders, and other juve-
nile court system personnel. 

I mentioned before that S. 254 in-
cludes a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
urging States to try juveniles 10 to 14 
years old as adults for crimes, such as 
murder, that would carry the death 
penalty if committed by an adult—the 
resolution does not urge the death pen-
alty for such children. While Vermont 
is probably one of the few States that 
expressly allows for the trial of juve-
niles 10 years and older as adults for 
certain crimes, I do not believe that 
this is a matter on which the Senate 
must or should opine. The managers’ 
amendment correctly deletes that 
sense-of-the-Senate from the bill. 

These improvements to S. 254 in both 
the managers’ amendment and in the 
managers’ package of amendments 
make this bill worthy of our support, 
and I am glad to do so. 

The chairman and I have agreed that 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
had good additions and modifications 
to make to this bill, and we have 
agreed to accept them in the managers’ 
amendment. Let me give some exam-
ples of amendments we have agreed to 
incorporate into the bill. 

Senators LANDRIEU and SCHUMER pro-
posed amendments to the Juvenile De-
linquency Prevention Challenge Grant 
program to help abused, foster, and 
adopted children so they will not fall 
through the cracks and become at-risk 
for delinquency; 

Senator DURBIN sponsored an amend-
ment to help schools use caller-ID to 
deal with bomb threats; 

Senator FEINGOLD sponsored an im-
portant amendment to clarify the in-
tent requirement in the new gang 
crime so it has a better chance of with-
standing a constitutional challenge; 

Senators SESSIONS, ROBB, ALLARD, 
and BYRD joined together on an amend-
ment to authorize a national hotline 
for confidential reporting of people 
who have threatened school violence. 
This important proposal was first pro-
posed by Senator ROBB in a more com-
prehensive amendment that was tabled 
in a party line vote; 

Senators KOHL, BIDEN, DORGAN, 
DODD, and others from both sides of the 
aisle, including Senator HATCH, have 
made a number of good proposals for 
prevention and intervention of juvenile 
crime. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my colleague from Con-
necticut, Senator DODD, to talk a little 
bit about a program we understand has 
been accepted by the Senate for inclu-
sion in this bill. 

Five years ago, during the last re-au-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, Senator DODD, 
Senator Nunn and I included a provi-
sion in that Act to allow for several 
pilot projects around the nation cen-
tered on increasing character edu-
cation in our schools. 

That legislation helped foster the 
growth of the Character Counts move-

ment across a few schools in a few 
states. 

The amendment that the Senate has 
agreed to accept today will expand 
upon that effort. The bill provides $25 
million in funding for character edu-
cation through the Department of Edu-
cation, including $15 million for 
schools and $10 million for after-school 
programs. 

My colleagues have heard me talk be-
fore about the Character Counts pro-
gram, where children and teachers use 
six pillars of character and incorporate 
them into their daily lessons. Things 
like trustworthiness, respect, responsi-
bility, fairness, caring, and citizenship. 

After five years, I believe that I can 
say that the effort to bring character 
education to our schools has been a 
success. In New Mexico, 200,000 kids 
and 90 percent of our schools partici-
pate in some form of character edu-
cation. Teachers tell me that character 
education has empowered them in a 
fabulous way to teach and reinforce 
positive behavior by their students. 

Schools which have utilized Char-
acter Counts report lower instances of 
truancy, classroom disruptions and 
student violence. Character Counts 
makes schools better places to learn 
for our children, and teaches them val-
ues in the process. 

And it’s not just the teachers who 
want to bring this program to our na-
tion’s children. Parents believe that it 
is important too. A recent survey by 
the Superintendent of the Albuquerque 
Public Schools found that 84 percent of 
parents felt that strengthening edu-
cation programs which teach character 
and integrity should be a high priority 
for their schools. Improving character 
education is the number three overall 
concern parents express about the 
quality of their children’s education in 
Albuqerque. The amendment accepted 
today will allow more schools to ad-
dress this concern. 

I have heard colleagues say that six 
percent of all juvenile criminals com-
mit 60% of all of the violent crime in 
America. This bill will encourage 
states to treat this small percentage of 
violent juvenile offenders like adults 
and get them off of the streets. 

It is obvious that there are a lot of 
very good kids out there, working hard 
every day to go to school, study hard 
and improve their lives. Character edu-
cation will help the adults in their 
lives to teach them to make good deci-
sions, based on things like respect, car-
ing, and responsibility. 

I understand that the Senate also has 
accepted two other Domenici amend-
ments to allow states to use some of 
their portion of the $450 million Ac-
countability block grant program and 
part of the $200 million Delinquency 
Prevention Challenge grant program to 
fund character education initiatives. 
This will provide states with additional 
resources to incorporate character edu-
cation in their schools, if they choose 
to do so. 

I have seen this work in New Mexico, 
and I am pleased that the Senate has 
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agreed to help bring Character Counts 
to other areas of the country where 
maybe it has not caught on quite as 
well as it has in my state or Con-
necticut. I thank the Senate for ac-
cepting my amendments and I yield the 
floor. 

PREVENTING DELINQUENCY THROUGH 
CHARACTER EDUCATION 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico in offering 
this amendment to provide support for 
character education projects in schools 
and in after-school programs. These 
programs, organized around character 
education, would provide alternatives 
to youth at risk of delinquency and 
work specifically to reduce delin-
quency, school discipline problems and 
truancy and to improve student 
achievement, overall school perform-
ance, and youths’ positive involvement 
in their community. Our amendment— 
which I understand will be considered 
as part of the managers’ package— 
would authorize no less than $25 mil-
lion per year for character education in 
schools and in after-school settings. 

I am not here today to claim that 
character education is the answer to 
all the questions that have been posed 
to us as policy makers, parents and 
community members in the wake of 
the tragedy at Littleton, CO. 

But character education is part of 
the answer. Today’s children have so 
many obstacles to overcome, including 
violence, drug use, peer and cultural 
influences, and too much unsupervised 
time on their hands. As a society, we 
must find ways to help these children 
become responsible citizens, to distin-
guish between right and wrong. To do 
this, we must build on traditional edu-
cation by nurturing students’ char-
acter. 

That is fundamentally what char-
acter education is about—it is about 
reinforcing those elements of character 
which bind us together into commu-
nities and into this great nation. Ideas 
like—trustworthiness, respect, respon-
sibility, fairness, caring and citizen-
ship—underlie all of our government 
and civic organizations. We must rein-
force these beliefs with our children at 
every opportunity. 

Parents have the primary responsi-
bility here. Churches and other com-
munity organizations support these ef-
forts. Schools are a key part of the 
equation. And these ideas must be a 
part of a child’s day—after school— 
when they are often unsupervised and 
most risk of negative behaviors. 

And that is what this amendment 
does. It would set aside $25 million for 
school-based and after-school programs 
in character education. Schools could 
use these funds to work with parents 
and develop a character education pro-
gram for their schools. We have seen so 
many successful programs in schools in 
my state; indeed, over 10,000 students 
currently participate in these activi-
ties. And the schools report amazing 
turn-around with reduced absenteeism, 

discipline problems, graffiti and fight-
ing and improved student achievement 
and student participation in positive 
extra-curricular activities. 

In addition, this amendment would 
support afterschool programs that are 
organized around character education. 
These out of school hours are a key op-
portunity for our youth. We can pro-
vide enriched academic activities, 
sports and the arts. Or we can leave 
them to the alternatives—smoking, 
drug use, teen pregnancy, delinquency, 
and crime. I believe the better route is 
supervised, quality after school pro-
grams—and these programs will be 
even stronger with the inclusion of a 
character education focus, such as pro-
vided in this amendment. 

I commend my friend and colleague 
from New Mexico for his dedication to 
our children and to character edu-
cation. I am pleased to be here with 
him again today to move forward this 
critical initiative that truly gets at the 
core of delinquency. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I thank 
the managers of this bill for accepting 
the mentoring amendment that I of-
fered, and I want to thank my col-
league Mr. DORGAN for cosponsoring 
this amendment. 

I believe that youth mentoring is an 
important piece of our effort to de-
crease violence among our young peo-
ple. This amendment encourages us to 
take youth mentoring seriously. It 
asks states to develop criteria for as-
sessing the quality and effectiveness of 
mentoring programs and to reward 
those programs that do a good job. It 
also asks the Departments of Justice 
and Education to disseminate informa-
tion on best mentoring practices, so 
that mentors can receive guidance on 
how to make the best use of their time 
with students. 

Since the school shooting in Little-
ton, Colorado, a few weeks ago, Con-
gress and the nation have been grap-
pling with the question ‘‘How do we 
prevent such a terrible tragedy?’’ The 
answer to this question is complex, 
and, as we know from our debate here 
on the floor of the Senate, there are 
many different points of view as to 
what more we should do to keep our 
kids healthy and safe. 

I believe that one of the things we 
must do is increase the amount of qual-
ity time our young people have with 
caring, responsible adults. Without a 
doubt, the most important adult in a 
child’s life is that child’s parent. But 
even the most committed, well-inten-
tioned parents cannot be with their 
children 24 hours a day. And often 
young people, especially teenagers, feel 
uncomfortable talking to their parents 
about sensitive or troubling issues. 

That is why it is important that 
young people have someone in their 
lives they can turn to in troubling 
times. Now, some kids are fortunate 
enough to have a trusted aunt, uncle, 
or family friend in whom they can con-
fide. But some are not so lucky. Fortu-
nately there are caring adults who vol-

unteer their time to become that trust-
ed friend—we call them mentors. 

We cannot know for certain that hav-
ing mentors would have stopped the 
two teenagers in Littleton from harm-
ing their classmates. But we know that 
the young men were troubled. And if 
we can increase the number of individ-
uals who are close enough to a young 
person to detect problems when they 
arise, we increase our chances of keep-
ing those problems from spiraling out 
of control. 

Mr. President, we know that men-
toring works. In 1995 a Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters of America Impact Study 
showed that at-risk young people with 
mentors were 46% less likely to begin 
using illegal drugs; 27% less likely to 
begin using alcohol; 53% less likely to 
skip school; 37% less likely to skip a 
class; and 33% less likely to hit some-
one than at-risk children without men-
tors. 

In a 1989 Louis Harris poll, 73% of 
students said their mentors helped 
raise their goals and expectations. 

And a Partners for Youth study com-
pleted in 1993 revealed that out of 200 
non-violent juvenile offenders who par-
ticipated in a mentoring relationship, 
nearly 80% avoided re-arrest. 

I believe in the power of mentoring, 
because I’ve seen it firsthand in my 
own state of Nebraska. In Nebraska, we 
have a fantastic program run by Tom 
and Nancy Osborne called TeamMates. 
TeamMates is a school-based program 
that pairs adult volunteers one-on-one 
with middle and high school students. 

The Osbornes created TeamMates 
quite simply because they saw an 
unmet need. They realized that there 
are a lot of bright and capable young 
people out there who receive too little 
support and encouragement. In order 
to reach their potential to become good 
citizens and productive members of 
their community, these young men and 
women just need a helping hand. 

Tom and Nancy started TeamMates 
in 1991, and the success they saw in 
that first year inspired them to con-
tinue. They started out with 25 
matches, and of the students in those 
matches, 20 graduated from high school 
and 18 pursued postsecondary edu-
cation. 

The response to TeamMates has been 
highly encouraging. Principals and ad-
ministrators have commented on the 
positive attitude change they see in 
students in just the first year of their 
relationship with a mentor. And 99% of 
the mentors choose to continue their 
relationship with their students after 
the first year. 

Right now there are 475 TeamMate 
matches throughout Nebraska. And 
they hope to have a total of 900 a year 
from now. 

We have another terrific mentoring 
program in Omaha called All Our Kids, 
which began in 1989 at McMillan Junior 
High School. At present, nearly 80 
mentors are providing guidance to at- 
risk junior and senior high school stu-
dents. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5552 May 19, 1999 
And All Our Kids enjoys a strong re-

lationship with the Omaha Public 
Schools System. OPS staff work close-
ly with All Our Kids staff to identify 
students who need the services pro-
vided by its long-term mentoring and 
scholarship program. 

With our help, TeamMates, All Our 
Kids, and other promising mentoring 
programs throughout the nation will 
be able to expand the horizons of more 
young people by providing them with 
caring adults to show them the way. 

I also want to thank the managers 
for accepting my Sense of the Senate 
urging the President of the United 
States to allow each Federal employee 
to take one hour a week to serve as a 
mentor to a young person in need. 

Recently, Jim Otto, Nebraska State 
Director of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture, called me and said, ‘‘I read 
what you said about the importance of 
youth mentoring, and I want to let you 
know that I’m a mentor in the Team-
Mates mentoring program in Lincoln. I 
want you to know it’s been a great ex-
perience.’’ 

Jim said he was fortunate that his 
employer allowed him to take one hour 
a week of administrative leave to 
spend time with his student. But he 
also said that some of his colleagues in 
other Federal agencies and depart-
ments were not so fortunate. Many em-
ployees would like to become mentors, 
but they just can’t take time away 
from work. 

Now, we have a lot of dedicated indi-
viduals throughout the nation who 
serve as mentors. Several members of 
my own staff participate in the Every-
body Wins program in the D.C. Public 
Schools. And, as I mentioned earlier, 
we have great mentoring programs in 
Nebraska. But we need more adults to 
say, ‘‘I want to make a difference.’’ 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
enable more adults to take the time to 
contribute to the well-being of their 
communities. It’s just one hour a week, 
but in a child’s life it can make a world 
of difference. 

Mr. President, whether it’s helping a 
student take an interest in schoolwork, 
helping build a young person’s self-es-
teem, or helping a young man or 
woman communicate more effectively 
with parents, friends, and teachers, a 
mentor can be that invaluable safety 
net that keeps a child from falling into 
despair. 

Now, there are many steps we can 
take to try to prevent violent acts once 
an individual reaches that point of des-
peration, but it is better for all of us if 
we intervene before that point—and it 
is also less costly. 

With additional support for good 
mentoring programs we will be able to 
reach more young people before they 
become lost to substance abuse, isola-
tion, or any other destructive behavior 
that leads them to commit acts of vio-
lence against themselves or others. In 
helping these programs continue their 
good work, we raise the hopes of more 
of our children. And when our chil-
dren’s hopes are high, we all benefit. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
glad to be a cosponsor of the mentoring 
amendment offered by my colleague 
from Nebraska, Mr. KERREY, and I com-
mend him for his work on this issue. I 
also want to thank the managers of 
this bill for accepting our amendment. 

When it comes to juvenile delin-
quency, I subscribe to the notion that 
‘‘an ounce of prevention is worth a 
pound of cure.’’ I think it makes a 
great deal of sense to spend a dollar 
now to try and prevent young people 
from becoming criminals in order to 
save the thousands of dollars it would 
cost later to incarcerate and rehabili-
tate them. 

I believe one of the most effective 
forms of prevention is mentoring. I 
have seen firsthand that mentoring can 
make an important difference in a 
child’s life through my participation in 
a wonderful program started by Sen-
ator JEFFORDS called Everybody Wins. 
Every week, I have the privilege of 
spending an hour or so with a boy 
named Jamal. It has been a pleasure to 
watch him learn and grow into a fine, 
confident, young man. 

I would encourage any of my col-
leagues who want to make a real dif-
ference to become a mentor. At-risk 
young people with mentors are 46 per-
cent less likely to use illegal drugs and 
half as likely to skip school than at- 
risk youth without mentors. Nearly 
three-quarters of young people with 
mentors indicate that their mentors 
have helped to raise their goals and ex-
pectations. 

Unfortunately, there are too many 
at-risk youth who do not have an adult 
willing or able to give them the reg-
ular, individual attention they need. 
The amendment offered by Senator 
KERREY and I would help to ensure that 
exemplary youth or family mentoring 
programs in each of our states are 
funded by the Juvenile Delinquency 
Prevention Challenge Grant program 
established in this bill. I believe this 
would be a good investment in our 
young people, and I again thank my 
colleagues for their support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my appreciation to the man-
agers of this bill for agreeing to include 
in the manager’s package my amend-
ment to authorize the FAST (Families 
and Schools Together) program. 

Over the last few weeks, we have all 
spent much time mourning lost chil-
dren—whether they are lost to bullets 
or to the lure of a violent culture, 
whether they end their lives holding a 
gun or facing one. And we have spent 
much time discussing the many factors 
that can lead our young people to be-
come lost. We can blame guns, or mind-
less T.V., or savage movies, or violent 
video games, or illegal drugs. But we 
know that a child is most likely to be 
lost—most likely to fall under the in-
fluence of these evils—when he or she 
is alone, cut off from parents, teachers, 
and the community. 

FAST is a successful program that 
finds troubled youth and reconnects 

them with their schools and families. 
FAST brings at-risk children, parents, 
and educators together to help them 
learn to succeed at home, in school, 
and in their communities. FAST helps 
ensure that youth violence does not 
proliferate to our schools and commu-
nities by empowering parents, helping 
to improve children’s behavior and per-
formance in school, preventing sub-
stance abuse, and providing support 
and networking for families by linking 
them to community resources and 
services. 

Currently, the FAST program—which 
was created in my home state of Wis-
consin—is being implemented in 484 
schools in 34 States and five countries. 
It has received numerous national hon-
ors and awards, and is supported by the 
Department of Education, Department 
of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice 
Delinquency Prevention, Department 
of Health and Human Services, Office 
of National Drug Control Policy, Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Administration, National Institute 
of Mental Health, Head Start, the Har-
vard/Ford Foundation, and the United 
Way of America. 

My amendment is simple and effec-
tive. It authorizes $12 million a year 
for the next five years to the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pro-
grams in the Department of Justice for 
FAST sites and programs. Of this 
amount, $10 million will go toward the 
implementation of local FAST sites 
and programs and $2 million will be 
used for research and evaluation of 
FAST. This amendment will allow 
more communities across the nation to 
reap the benefits of FAST—and will go 
a long way toward preventing youth vi-
olence in this country. 

Mr. President, one of the best ways 
to prevent youth violence is by build-
ing and preserving close, healthy rela-
tionships within families. The FAST 
program is instrumental in achieving 
this goal, and has been proven to work 
in reducing behavioral problems among 
troubled youth. I am pleased that Sen-
ators HATCH and LEAHY have recog-
nized the importance of this small, yet 
vitally important program by includ-
ing the FAST amendment in the man-
ager’s package. I thank them for their 
efforts in working with me on this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH ON 

YOUTH VIOLENCE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 

we are offering an amendment to the 
juvenile justice bill to authorize fund-
ing for the National Institutes of 
Health to carry out a broad-based ini-
tiative for basic research into youth vi-
olence. This research will look into the 
fundamental cause of such violence and 
will be linked to research on the most 
effective ways to prevent it. 

Clearly, we must do more to enhance 
our understanding of the fundamental 
psychological, behavioral, and social 
factors that contribute to violence by 
young people. 
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NIH currently provides modest sup-

port for behavioral research related to 
violence, but the research is seriously 
under-funded in light of the obvious 
magnitude of the problem. In addition, 
the current funding is spread across 
many NIH Institutes and some impor-
tant areas are not funded at all. 

This coordinated initiative, relying 
on the Office of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences Research at NIH, will enable 
NIH to respond more quickly to the 
crisis of youth violence, eliminate the 
gaps in current knowledge, and focus 
more effectively on the important high 
priority questions that scientists in 
the field have identified. 

Violence is also a public health prob-
lem, and it is as perilous as any epi-
demic. The tragic shooting rampage by 
the two students in Colorado shocked 
the country into a greater sense of ur-
gency about youth violence. Many ele-
ments contribute to violent behavior, 
and it is seldom traced to any single 
cause. 

These causes need to be better under-
stood if we are to design effective 
methods for treatment and prevention. 
We also need a greater understanding 
of how to apply the knowledge that we 
already have. 

More effective school, family and 
community prevention activities can 
be designed on the basis of what we 
learn from research and from the prac-
tical experience of clinicians, edu-
cators, and social scientists. The goal 
of part of this research effort will be to 
develop better organizational models of 
effective partnerships among sci-
entists, public agencies, and commu-
nity members. The research will also 
address the psychological impact of vi-
olence on the victims, since many per-
petrators of violence were themselves 
victims of violence earlier in their 
lives. 

Our proposal for greater NIH re-
search is an essential part of the an-
swer we are seeking to the tragedies of 
juvenile violence, and I urge the Sen-
ate to support it. 

FAST PROGRAM 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to support Senator KOHL’s 
amendment which was included into 
the Juvenile Justice bill’s Manager’s 
Package. Mr. President, Senator 
KOHL’s amendment would expand the 
Families and Schools Together or 
FAST program to reach the many at- 
risk students in need. FAST is an 
award winning drug abuse prevention 
program that supports and empowers 
parents to be the best line of defense 
between their children and the dangers 
of drug abuse. The program uses a co-
operative approach that gives parents 
professional support to prevent and 
confront drug abuse in the home. 

I am proud to report, Mr. President, 
that the FAST program, which has re-
ceived many awards and honors since 
its development 10 years ago, was 
founded in my home state of Wisconsin 
by Dr. Lynn McDonald. Dr. McDonald 
is one of the nation’s experts on the 

prevention of drug abuse by young peo-
ple. The unique FAST program is today 
being used in 484 schools in 34 states 
and five countries. 

Research indicates that to be most 
effective, substance abuse prevention 
education should be initiated when 
children are young. Researchers also 
believe that prevention efforts that 
focus on family and peer relationships 
can greatly reduce risk factors for our 
children. While no one solution will rid 
our country of the problem of youth 
drug abuse, it is critical that we make 
available to students, parents and 
schools successful programs that can 
make a difference. FAST has a proven 
track record: it has been tried, adapt-
ed, implemented and studied. It is 
clearly a program that has proven suc-
cessful and should be expanded to reach 
more families in need. 

It is important to note, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we are not powerless to help 
prevent destructive behaviors, such as 
drug abuse, in our children. The FAST 
program requires a strong, committed 
partnership between schools and fami-
lies to help the students at risk and to 
intervene successfully to prevent the 
downward cycle of drug abuse, which 
too often leads to youth violence. 

I support this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, because I know that FAST is a 
prevention program which helps young 
children at risk for developing prob-
lems later on—by working with them 
and their families early on. Senator 
KOHL’s amendment is a wise invest-
ment at the front end to catch students 
before their risky behavior results in 
tragic consequences for themselves and 
their families. With assistance from 
the FAST program, families become 
their own child’s best prevention re-
source. 

WORKER PROTECTION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 

have been engaged over the last week 
in the important, and at times dif-
ficult, task of defining how the nation 
will address the problem of youth vio-
lence and crime. Our goal is to develop 
steps that will be more effective in pro-
tecting society against juvenile crime 
and enabling youth to become produc-
tive and successful members of our so-
ciety. 

We must also protect the rights of 
the men and women in the criminal 
system responsible for working with 
juvenile offenders. It is in the nation’s 
interest to ensure that states which re-
ceive federal dollars for their juvenile 
justice programs administer these pro-
grams in a manner that protects the 
worker, the juvenile offender, and ulti-
mately, the taxpayers and citizens. 

This amendment will ensure that 
workers who provide juvenile justice 
services do not lose their jobs, their ex-
isting bargaining rights, or a loss of 
benefits if their program receives fed-
eral funds. 

This is not a new concept. Since en-
actment of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act in 1974, 
Congress has recognized the impor-

tance of making sure that the rights of 
state workers are protected in juvenile 
justice programs funded with federal 
money. Current law provides that the 
distribution of federal funds for state 
juvenile justice programs will not dis-
place workers, negatively reduce their 
wages, or impair existing collective 
bargaining agreements. 

The intent of the current law, and of 
this amendment, is two-fold: to protect 
workers’ rights, and to protect the 
safety of juvenile offenders. For almost 
25 years, the law has protected the em-
ployment rights of tens of thousands of 
state workers in the court system and 
the juvenile justice system. These men 
and women, whose jobs are funded 
through grants to the states, are at the 
core of our juvenile justice system. 
They perform vital work, supervising 
and training troubled youths in the 
courts and in the parole system. Even 
with the protections under current law, 
and even when workers are covered by 
collective bargaining agreements, 
these are not high paying jobs. Salaries 
go from the high teens to the low thir-
ty thousand dollar range. 

The law also ensures the quality of 
the services provided by these workers. 
Protecting the rights of current, expe-
rienced workers maintains the sta-
bility of the workforce and ensures 
that well-trained, qualified personnel 
are staffing the juvenile justice sys-
tem. If we are serious about protecting 
society against violent youth—if we 
are serious about rehabilitating young 
people and safely returning them to so-
ciety, then we need well-trained and 
experienced workers and a stable work-
force with adequate skills and training 
in our juvenile justice system. 

This amendment will make sure that 
existing collective bargaining agree-
ments, and the rights under those 
agreements, would not be disturbed 
when a state program receives a federal 
grant. The amendment will prevent 
displacement of current workers when 
a program receives a federal grant. For 
workers who are not covered by a col-
lective bargaining agreement, this 
amendment may be the only job pro-
tection they have when their program 
is funded under a federal grant. 

We all agree that the juvenile justice 
system must be improved. Let’s also 
agree that preserving the existing 
rights of state juvenile justice workers, 
and preventing disruption of existing 
employment relationships, are essen-
tial components that must be part of 
an improved system. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this amendment. 

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM FOR HIGH RISK 
YOUTH 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, America 
is struggling with a disturbing and 
growing trend of youth violence. While 
it is true that crime is generally down 
in many urban and suburban areas, it 
is equally true that crime committed 
by teens has risen sharply over the past 
few years and it is expected to continue 
to rise. Crime experts who study demo-
graphics warn of a coming crime wave 
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based on the number of children who 
currently are younger than 10 years 
old. These experts warn that if current 
trends are not changed, we might 
someday look back at our current juve-
nile crime epidemic as ‘‘the good old 
days.’’ 

Thirty years ago, DANIEL PATRICK 
MOYNIHAN, then an official of the John-
son Administration, wrote that when a 
community’s families are shattered, 
crime, violence and rage ‘‘are not only 
to be expected, they are virtually inev-
itable.’’ He wrote those words in 1965. 
Since then, arrests of violent juvenile 
criminals have tripled. 

If we have learned anything from this 
debate and from all the research that 
has been done on juvenile violence, it is 
that there is no magic bullet, no single 
solution or panacea to the problem of 
rising juvenile crime. Juvenile crime is 
a complex problem that demands a 
myriad of responses. It is a problem 
that demands a partnership solution 
involving family, community, religious 
institutions, the media, the schools 
and law enforcement. 

The amendment I am offering today 
with Senator LIEBERMAN is a multi- 
tiered approach. First, the proposal 
targets youth who are at the highest 
risk of leading lives that are unproduc-
tive and negative; youth who have been 
or are likely to be incarcerated. Sec-
ond, it brings together representatives 
of local government, juvenile detention 
providers, local law enforcement, pro-
bation officers, youth street workers, 
local educational agencies, and reli-
gious institutions to provide highly in-
tensive, coordinated, and effective 
intervention services to high risk 
youth. 

We provide seed money ($4 million a 
year with a 30% match) to enable the 
establishment of a collaborative part-
nership in 12 cities: Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Den-
ver, Seattle, Cleveland, San Francisco, 
Austin, Memphis, and Indianapolis. We 
also provide grants to grass roots enti-
ties in 8 cities to fund intervention 
models that establish violence-free 
zones through mediation, mentoring, 
coordination with law enforcement and 
local agency partnerships and the de-
velopment of long term intervention 
strategies. 

Research has documented that this is 
the approach that yields sustainable 
results. According to Public Private 
Ventures, Inc., which has been engaged 
in the study of programs for children, 
youth and families, interventions for 
seriously at-risk older youth and youth 
who have already become involved with 
the juvenile justice system require an 
innovative joining of youth develop-
ment and crime reduction strategies. 
This amendment does just that. 

At the same time we must recognize 
that government solutions are limited. 
Government is ultimately powerless to 
form the human conscience that choos-
es between right and wrong. Locking 
away juveniles might prevent them 
from committing further crimes, but it 

does not address the fact that violence 
is symptomatic of a much deeper, 
moral and spiritual void in our Nation. 

In the battle against violent crime, 
solid families are America’s strongest 
line of defense. But government can be 
an effective tool if it joins private in-
stitutions (families, churches, schools, 
community groups, and non-profit or-
ganizations) in preventing and con-
fronting juvenile crime with the moral 
ideals that defeat despair and nurture 
lives. 

This amendment is a step in that di-
rection and I urge its adoption. 

‘‘PARTNERSHIPS FOR HIGH-RISK YOUTH’’ 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sup-

port GREGG’s ‘‘Partnerships for High 
Risk Youth’’ amendment. This amend-
ment establishes a national demonstra-
tion project to identify the most effec-
tive practices and programs for reduc-
ing youth violence. This initiative will 
provide 12 high-risk cities across the 
nation with funds to carry out local 
demonstration projects. These initia-
tives will help us learn much more 
about the best programs for reducing 
youth violence. Communities across 
the country will benefit from the 
knowledge. 

The most successful violence preven-
tion programs take a comprehensive 
approach to youth violence. The goal is 
to reach out to youth and their fami-
lies on a variety of levels. Diverse 
groups—law enforcement, schools, 
mental health professionals, religious 
organizations, parents, and teachers— 
all need to join forces. This amend-
ment supports this vital type of co-
operation. The knowledge we gain will 
save lives. Communities across the 
country will be able to learn from 
these successful models and develop 
similar programs in their own towns 
and cities. 

Boston has long understood the im-
portance of community cooperation, 
and many of the ideas we have dis-
cussed have proven effective there. 
Boston’s strategy is based on three 
strong commitments—tough law en-
forcement, heavy emphasis on crime 
prevention (including drug treatment), 
and effective gun control. Neglect of 
any one of these commitments under-
mines the whole strategy. 

Several years ago, concerned groups 
in Boston joined forces to develop com-
munity-based solutions that made 
youth violence ‘‘everyone’s business.’’ 
Successful partnerships have included 
the pairing of mental health profes-
sionals, police and probation officers 
and school administrators with clergy, 
community leaders, and even gang 
members themselves. Statistics show 
that this strategy works. During the 
period from July 1995 through Decem-
ber 1997, there was only one juvenile 
death in Boston that involved a fire-
arm. 

Boston’s Ten Point Coalition has re-
ceived national acclaim for its work 
with troubled youth. This is exactly 
the type of program that Senator 
GREGG’s amendment will support. The 

Ten Point Coalition which was founded 
by Rev. Eugene Rivers, is an ecumeni-
cal group of clergy and lay leaders who 
are working to mobilize the commu-
nity on issues affecting African-Amer-
ican youth—especially those at risk. 
The Coalition is committed to helping 
at-risk children reach their full poten-
tial, and it offers training, technical 
assistance, resource development, and 
networking opportunities to churches 
and other community groups inter-
ested in mentoring, advocacy, eco-
nomic alternatives, and violence pre-
vention. Its goal is to build a coalition 
of churches nationwide, united in their 
commitment to changing children’s 
lives and reducing violence. 

This amendment will help out-
standing initiatives like this across the 
country, and I urge the Senate to sup-
port it. 

VIOLENCE PREVENTION TRAINING FOR EARLY 
CHILDHOOD EDUCATORS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, one of the 
best ways to approach juvenile justice 
is to prevent violent offenses from oc-
curring in the first place. Therefore, I 
am pleased to offer the ‘‘Violence Pre-
vention Training for Early Childhood 
Educators’’ amendment to S. 254, 
which is aimed at preventing the devel-
opment of violence in children at the 
earliest ages so that they never grow 
up to become juvenile offenders. This 
amendment—which I understand will 
be contained in the Managers’ amend-
ment at the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill—would authorize no 
less than $15 million in grants for 
teachers to learn violence prevention 
skills. 

All of us have been shaken by the 
tragedy at Littleton, CO. Americans 
are left searching for answers to many 
questions. How could these teenagers 
have committed such brutality? What 
happened to the innocence and joy of 
youth? How can society help prevent 
such violent, deadly behavior from hap-
pening again? 

One of the most effective solutions is 
to begin violence prevention at an 
early age. This program is a carefully 
thought-out program aimed at true 
prevention. It is designed to help early 
childhood educators—the people who 
work directly with young children in 
preschools, child care centers, and ele-
mentary schools—learn the skills nec-
essary to prevent violent behavior in 
young children. This amendment would 
provide support to programs that pre-
pare these professionals so that early 
childhood teachers, child care pro-
viders, and counselors are able to teach 
children how to resolve conflicts with-
out violence. In addition, these profes-
sionals are in the perfect position to 
reach out and extend these lessons to 
parents and help whole families adopt 
these powerful skills. 

Research has demonstrated that ag-
gressive behavior in early childhood is 
the single best predictor of aggression 
in later years. Children observe and 
imitate aggressive behavior over the 
course of many years. They certainly 
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have plenty of exposure to violence, 
both in the streets and at home. A Bos-
ton hospital found that 1 out of every 
10 children seen in their primary care 
clinic had witnessed a shooting or stab-
bing before the age of 6. 

I am disheartened to report that in 
my home State of Connecticut, 1 in 10 
teens have been physically abused. 
Alarmingly, more than a third of teen-
age boys report that they have guns or 
could get one in less than a day. In 
these circumstances, aggression be-
comes very well-learned by the time a 
child reaches adolescence. 

We must provide children with strat-
egies for altering the negative influ-
ences of exposure to violence. Early 
childhood offers a critical period for 
overcoming the risk of violent behav-
ior and later juvenile delinquency. And 
the proper training of professionals 
who work with young children offers 
one of the most effective avenues for 
reaching these kids. 

This is not to suggest that early 
childhood professionals would replace 
parents as a source of teaching social 
skills and acceptable behavior. Instead, 
these teachers should demonstrate 
these skills with the children in their 
care and be encouraged to work with 
the whole family to address conflict 
without violence and aggression. 

In 1992, Congress enacted similar leg-
islation to provide grants for programs 
that train professionals in early child-
hood education and violence coun-
seling. These grants funded some re-
markable programs. In my home state, 
a program at Eastern Connecticut 
State University trained students—half 
of whom were minority, low-income in-
dividuals—to be teachers in their own 
communities, and trained child care 
providers in violence prevention with 
young children. 

Unfortunately, just as these efforts 
were getting off the ground and start-
ing to show promising results, the 
funding for the program was rescinded 
as part of the major 1994 rescission bill. 
Looking back, after the horrible events 
in Littleton, CO, Springfield, OR, and 
too many other communities, I think 
we can clearly see that was a mistake. 
Hindsight is always clearer—but let’s 
not make the same mistake going for-
ward. Let’s reinvest in these efforts so 
that we can prevent our children from 
developing into violent juvenile offend-
ers. 

Preventing future acts of violence is 
an issue that rises above partisan poli-
tics. I think we can all agree that steps 
need to be taken to reduce the develop-
ment of violent behavior in children. 
Please join me in this effort to begin 
creating a safer society for everyone, 
especially our children. 

TRUANCY PREVENTION 
Mr. DODD. As many of my colleagues 

know, I have worked consistently for 
the last several years to address what I 
believe is one of the key ‘‘gateway’’ of-
fenses leading to delinquency and seri-
ous crime among our youth—Truancy. 
Working with Senator Sessions, we 

have been able to include language en-
couraging states and local commu-
nities to pursue truancy prevention 
programs with the assistance they will 
receive under this bill. I want to thank 
Senator Sessions for working with me 
on this effort. 

Truancy is a dangerous and growing 
trend in our nation’s schools. It not 
only prevents our children from receiv-
ing the education they need, but it is 
often the first warning of more serious 
problems to come. Truant students are 
at greater risk of falling into substance 
abuse, gangs, and violent behavior. For 
many students, truancy is the begin-
ning of a lifetime of problems. 

It is estimated that, in the past ten 
years, truancy has increased by as 
much as 67 percent. On an average 
school day, in the United States, as 
many as 15 percent of junior and senior 
high school students are not in school. 
In some urban schools, absentee rates 
approach 50 percent. Alarmingly, the 
problem is becoming increasingly prev-
alent in our elementary schools. Al-
most one quarter of Connecticut’s tru-
ants were 13 or younger. 

By some estimates, truants cost our 
nation more than $240 billion in lost 
earnings and forgone taxes over their 
lifetimes. Yet this sum does not in-
clude the billions more in dollars spent 
on law enforcement, foster care, pris-
ons, public assistance, health care and 
other social services. 

Fortunately, truancy is a solvable 
problem. Many communities, including 
many in Connecticut, have set up early 
intervention programs—to reach out 
and prevent truancy before it leads to 
delinquency and more serious criminal 
behavior. A number of Connecticut cit-
ies have brought back truant officers, 
hired drop-out prevention workers, 
held parents accountable for their stu-
dents absences, denied credit to stu-
dents with unexecused absences, and 
have created truancy courts. 

These programs are showing signs of 
success. Several towns have reported 
dramatic drops in daytime burglary 
rates—some as much as 75 percent— 
after instituting truancy prevention 
initiatives. 

Unfortunately, communities have 
had difficulty implementing these pro-
grams as truancy is considered an edu-
cational rather than a criminal justice 
issue, and, with growing classroom en-
rollments, many financially-strapped 
schools simply do not have the re-
sources to adequately address this 
problem. 

The provision that Senator Sessions 
and I are adding to the juvenile justice 
bill will ensure that communities have 
the wherewithal they need to respond 
to this increasingly serious problem. 
The legislation’s goal is to promote 
anti-truancy partneships between law 
enforcement agencies, schools, parents, 
and, community organizations. While 
each community must create a pro-
gram which works for it, I believe that 
there are certain key components of 
successful programs. 

First, parents must be involved in all 
truancy prevention activities and they 
must be given incentives to face up to 
their own responsibilities. Second, stu-
dents must understand that they will 
face firm sanctions for truancy. Third, 
all hubs of this partnership wheel—law 
enforcement, educational agencies, 
parents, and youth serving organiza-
tions—must work together to help 
solve this problem. 

Truancy is an early warning that a 
child is heading in the wrong direction. 
I am hopeful that states and commu-
nities will use this new authority to 
support high quality truancy partner-
ship projects. And we can move on to 
spend more time celebrating the ac-
complishments of our children than 
grieving over lost opportunities to stop 
the cycle leading to violent crime. 

FEDERAL SON OF SAM LEGISLATION 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last 

year, I introduced a bill to correct 
problems with the Federal Son of Sam 
Law, as those problems were perceived 
by the United States Supreme Court. 
Today, I am reintroducing this legisla-
tion, which deals with a continuing 
problem. The New York statute ana-
lyzed by the Supreme Court, as well as 
the Federal statute which I seek to 
amend, forfeited the proceeds from any 
expressive work of a criminal, and 
dedicated those proceeds to the victims 
of the perpetrators crime. Because of 
constitutional deficiencies cited by the 
Court, the Federal statute has never 
been applied, and without changes, it is 
highly unlikely that it ever will be. 
Without this bill, criminals can be-
come wealthy from the fruits of their 
crimes, while victims and their fami-
lies are exploited. 

The bill I now introduce attempts to 
correct constitutional deficiencies 
cited by the Supreme Court in striking 
down New York’s Son of Sam law. In 
its decision striking down New York’s 
law, the Court found the statute to be 
both over inclusive and under inclu-
sive: Over inclusive because the statute 
included all expressive works, no mat-
ter how tangentially related to the 
crime; under inclusive because the 
statute included only expressive works, 
not other forms of property. 

To correct the deficiencies perceived 
by the Court, this bill changes signifi-
cantly the concepts of the Federal stat-
ute. Because the Court criticized the 
statute for singling out speech, this 
bill is all encompassing: It includes 
various types of property related to the 
crime from which a criminal might 
profit. Because the Court criticized the 
statute for being over inclusive, includ-
ing the process from all works, no mat-
ter how remotely connected to the 
crime, this bill limits the property to 
be forfeited to the enhanced value of 
property attributable to the offense. 
Because the Court found fault with the 
statute for not requiring a conviction, 
this bill requires a conviction. 

The bill also attempts to take advan-
tage of the long legal history of for-
feiture. Pirate ships and their contents 
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were once forfeited to the government. 
More recent case law addresses the 
concept of forfeiting any property used 
in the commission of drug related 
crimes, or proceeds from those crimes. 
I hope that courts interpreting this 
statute will look to this legal history 
and find it binding or persuasive. 

The bill utilizes the Commerce 
Clause authority of Congress to forfeit 
property associated with State crimes. 
This means that if funds are trans-
ferred through banking channels, if 
UPS or FedEx are used, if the airwaves 
are utilized, or if the telephone is used 
to transfer the property, to transfer 
funds, or to make a profit, the property 
can be forfeited. In State cases, this 
bill allows the State Attorney General 
to proceed first. We do not seek to pre-
empt State law, only to see that there 
is a law in place which will ensure that 
criminals do not profit at the expense 
of their victims and the families of vic-
tims. 

One last improvement which this bill 
makes over the former statutes: The 
old statue include only crimes which 
resulted in physical harm to another, 
this bill includes other crimes. Exam-
ples of crimes probably not included 
under the old statute, but included 
here are terrorizing, kidnaping, bank 
robbery, and embezzlement. 

Mr. President, our Federal statute, 
enacted to ensure that criminals not 
profit at the expense of their victims 
and victim’s families, is not used today 
because it is perceived to be unconsti-
tutional. I believe victims of crime de-
serve quick action on this bill, drafted 
to ensure that they are not the source 
of profits to those who committed 
crimes against them. I ask for your 
support. 

AMENDMENT NO. 352 
Mr. CHAFEE. I just want to be clear 

about the civil liability provisions. 
Does this bill create civil liability im-
munity for gun manufacturers, dealers 
of guns accessed in the home, or manu-
facturers or distributors of safety de-
vices? 

Mr. KOHL. No. It creates civil liabil-
ity immunity only for gun owners. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Does this bill create 
civil liability immunity only for gun 
owners who use a safety device? 

Mr. KOHL. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Does that immunity 

apply if the gun owner is negligent— 
even if he doesn’t actually give anyone 
permission to use the gun, but for ex-
ample leaves the key to the lock sit-
ting next to the gun? 

Mr. KOHL. No. 
Mr. CHAFEE. And is it correct that 

this section does not change in any 
way existing product liability law? 

Mr. KOHL. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. And, finally, is it cor-

rect that any pending suits against gun 
owners would be allowed to continue? 

Mr. KOHL. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator 

once again. On another matter, I want 
to make equally clear for the record 
exactly what a ‘‘secure gun storage or 

safety device’’ is and is not. Specifi-
cally, would the Senator from Wis-
consin agree with me that the defini-
tion of such devices in our amendment 
is intended solely to include personal-
ized guns, lockable devices which ei-
ther are affixed to a firearm directly, 
or to secure locked containers or safes. 

Mr. KOHL. I would agree. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Finally, would you fur-

ther concur with me that our defini-
tion of a ‘‘secure gun storage or safety 
device’’ is not intended to include a 
permanent feature of a home or motor 
vehicle, such as a closet or glove box, 
even though such environments also 
may be locked? 

Mr. KOHL. I would agree. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for 

the past several days, we have debated 
the best practices and programs for 
preventing youth violence. We have 
disagreed on a number of issues includ-
ing the need to restrict guns, invest in 
after-school care, and expand coun-
seling services and mental health serv-
ices for troubled youths and children. 
But there is one issue that members on 
both sides of the aisle agree on—par-
ents play an important role in their 
children’s lives. 

Everywhere we look, children are 
under assault: from violence and ne-
glect; from the break-up of families; 
from the temptations of alcohol, to-
bacco, sex, and drug abuse; from greed, 
materialism, and the media. These are 
not new problems, but in our time, 
they have become increasingly serious. 
Against this bleak backdrop, the strug-
gle to raise children and to support 
families, emotionally as well as prac-
tically, has become more difficult. 

Parents bear the first and primary 
responsibility for their sons and daugh-
ters—to feed them, to shelter them, to 
talk to them, to teach them to ride a 
bike, to encourage their talents, to 
help them develop physically and emo-
tionally, and to make countless daily 
decisions that influence their growth 
and development. 

Parents are the most important in-
fluence in their children’s lives, but 
they are being pulled in many different 
directions. Healthy development de-
pends on strong parental guidance. 
Spending time together is an essential 
part of building positive parent-child 
relationships. Yet time together is in-
creasingly scarce. 

Parents are eating fewer meals and 
having fewer conversations with their 
children. Between 1988 and 1995, a sig-
nificant drop took place in parent-child 
activities. Sixty-two percent of moth-
ers reported eating dinner with their 
child on a daily basis in 1988, but only 
55% reported doing so in 1995. Fifty 
percent ate dinner with their child in 
1988, but this rate dropped to 42% in 
1995. 

We need to support parents, not at-
tack and blame them. Sylvia Hewlett 
and Cornel West said it best in the title 
of their recent book, ‘‘The War Against 
Parents.’’ That’s exactly how it feels 
for many of today’s parents. Like par-

ents before them, they struggle to keep 
children at the center of their lives. 
But major obstacles stand in their way, 
undermining their efforts. 

Over the course of the last thirty 
years, public policy and private deci-
sion-making have often tilted heavily 
against the activities that comprise 
the essence of parenting. A myopic 
government increasingly fails to pro-
tect or support parents, while the com-
petitive forces in the marketplace are 
allowed to take up more and more 
time. We talk as though we value fami-
lies but act as though families are a 
last priority. Sooner or later, worn-out 
parents get the message that devoting 
their best time to raising children is a 
lonely, thankless undertaking that 
cuts against the grain of other activi-
ties that are apparently valued more 
highly by society. 

Last week, I spent time in Boston 
talking to students about violence and 
other issues affecting their lives. I 
asked them whether they felt their 
parents were too busy to talk to 
them—and 3/4ths of the students raised 
their hands. 

Parents need to spend more time lis-
tening to children—and the nation 
agrees. A recent Newsweek poll asked, 
‘‘How important is it for the country to 
pay more attention to teenagers and 
their problems?’’ Eighty-nine percent 
of those polled replied that it is very 
important. If parents are not raising 
their children, we need to worry about 
who is. 

The wrong kind of parenting can 
cause problems as well. Inconsistent or 
overly harsh discipline, may lead chil-
dren to develop aggressive behavior. In-
consistent discipline is often associ-
ated with poor behavior in school and 
at home. These children also tend to 
have more trouble establishing strong 
relationships with their family, their 
teachers and their fellow students. 

Parenting and coaching classes can 
make a significant difference in avoid-
ing such problems. A recent study pub-
lished in the American Psychological 
Association’s Journal of Consulting 
and Clinical Psychology found that 
mothers who participated in Head 
Start parenting programs showed a de-
crease in their use of harsh criticism 
and an increase in their use of positive 
and competent discipline. The children 
were happier and their behavior was 
more satisfactory than children whose 
mothers did not receive parenting edu-
cation. 

When parents have the skills to deal 
effectively with their children, they 
are less likely to be abusive. Unfortu-
nately, too many parents lack these es-
sential skills. Each year over 3 million 
children are identified as victims of 
abuse or neglect. The consequences are 
devastating. Traumatized children are 
more likely to have alcohol and sub-
stance abuse problems and learning 
problems. They are also more likely to 
be arrested as juveniles and to engage 
in abusive behavior toward their own 
children when they become parents. 
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We know that suffering abuse as a 

child is strongly related to subsequent 
delinquency and abusive behavior later 
in life. But improved parenting skills 
can help break this vicious cycle. Par-
enting support and education have 
been proven to reduce abuse. In the 
Prenatal and Early Infancy Project, 
high-risk mothers were randomly as-
signed to one of two groups. One group 
received visits by specially trained 
nurses who provided coaching in par-
enting skills and other advice and sup-
port. The other group received no serv-
ices. For those who received the assist-
ance, child abuse was reduced by 80% 
in the first 2 years. 15 years after the 
services ended, these mothers had only 
one-third as many arrests, and their 
children were only half as likely to be 
delinquent. 

Law enforcement officials also recog-
nize the benefits of training parents. 
More than 9 out 10 police chiefs (92%) 
agreed with the statement, ‘‘America 
could sharply reduce crime if govern-
ment invested more in programs to 
help children and youth get off to a 
good start’’ by ‘‘fully funding Head 
Start for infants and toddlers, pre-
venting child abuse, providing par-
enting training for high-risk families, 
improving schools, and providing after 
school programs and mentoring.’’ 

These law enforcement officers are 
right. Parenting classes in conjunction 
with early education programs improve 
caregiver skills they also reduce crime 
dramatically and they reduce the like-
lihood of later delinquent behavior. A 
High/Scope Foundation study at the 
Perry Preschool in Michigan provided 
at-risk 3 and 4 year-olds with a quality 
Head Start-style preschool program, 
supplemented by weekly in-home 
coaching for parents. Two decades later 
years later, by age 27, those who had 
been denied the services as toddlers 
were five times more likely to be 
chronic lawbreakers. 

A similar program in Syracuse pro-
vided child development and health 
services for at-risk infants and toddlers 
and parenting support for their moth-
ers and fathers. The study found that 
kids denied the services were ten times 
more likely to be delinquent by age 16. 

We pay a high price for abuse and ne-
glect. In addition to its damaging psy-
chological consequences, it is esti-
mated that $22 billion is spent each 
year on services for abused children, 
their families, and foster care families. 
Investing in prevention programs, par-
ticularly parent support and education, 
will significantly reduce these abuse- 
related expenditures. 

There is no question that investing 
in parents will pay-off. When we don’t 
make this investment, we all pay more 
later, not just in terms of lives and 
fear, but also in tax dollars. 

The ‘‘Parenting As Prevention’’ Act, 
which Senator STEVENS and I are pro-
posing, will fund several initiatives 
that will improve parenting skills. 

To identify the best parenting prac-
tices, a National Parenting Support 

and Education Commission will be es-
tablished. The Commission will iden-
tify the most effective parenting prac-
tices, including the best strategies for 
disciplining children and youth, the 
best approaches for building integrity 
and character, and the best techniques 
for ensuring healthy brain develop-
ment. 

The Commission will also conduct a 
review of existing parenting support 
and education programs, and will pro-
vide Congress and the Administration 
with a detailed report of its findings. 
Perhaps, most important, essential 
parenting information will also be pro-
vided to parents—no new family will 
leave a hospital or adoption agency 
without information on how to best 
care for a baby. In Massachusetts, such 
an initiative is already underway. 

Our amendment also supports the es-
tablishment of a grant program to 
strenghthen state initiatives for sup-
porting and educating parents. Block 
grants will go directly from the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices to the states. Each state will es-
tablish their own Parenting Support 
and Education Council to award local 
grants. States will use their funds to 
establish support and education re-
source centers for parents and to 
strengthen support programs for chil-
dren and teenagers. The grant program 
will support a wide variety of parental 
support initiatives including: home vis-
itation for mothers of new babies; the 
distribution of parenting and early 
childhood development materials; the 
development of support programs for 
parents of young children and teen-
agers; respite care for parents of chil-
dren with special needs; and the cre-
ation of a national toll free number 
that will offer counseling and referral 
services for parents. 

Finally, our amendment will improve 
mental health services for violence-re-
lated stress. Regional centers around 
the country will be established to pro-
vide special training and research in 
psychological counseling and treat-
ment. We know that the early years 
are essential to healthy development 
and that inadequate care during this 
critical period can have a devastating 
impact on future behavior. To reverse 
the impact of negative early experi-
ences, regional centers on psycho-
logical and trauma response will iden-
tify the best practices for dealing with 
these problems. In the long run, suc-
cessful early intervention is the best 
way to modify the culture of violence 
instilled in so many youth. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. Investing in parents and 
children is one of the best ways to pre-
vent youth violence and we clearly 
need to do more in order to achieve 
this important goal. 

I ask unanimous consent that letters 
of support for this amendment be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MIT, 
FAMILY RESOURCE CENTER, 

Cambridge, MA, May 18, 1999. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: It is with pleas-
ure that I write to express my full and en-
thusiastic support for your Amendment to S. 
254 entitled ‘‘PARENTING AS PREVEN-
TION.’’ 

The provision of the Amendment, includ-
ing the establishment of a Parenting Sup-
port and Education Commission, a State and 
Local Parenting Support and Education 
Grant Program, and Grants to Address the 
Problems of Violence Related Stress to Par-
ents and Children, could not be more needed, 
or more timely. I am confident that the 
Amendment will make a major contribution 
in addressing the pressing needs of parents in 
our country, and thus in preventing the trag-
ic problems among children and youth that 
confront our nation today. 

You are to be commended for your leader-
ship in bringing forward this critically im-
portant legislative initiative. 

In addition to serving as Administrator of 
Parenting Programs at MIT, I am Chief Con-
sultant to the Harvard Parenting Projects 
and Director of the Harvard Project on the 
Parenting of Adolescents at the Harvard 
School of Public Health. I am also Founding 
Chair and National Liaison for the National 
Parenting Education Network. 

If there is any assistance that I can pro-
vide to the new Commission, I would be very 
happy to do so. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. RAE SIMPSON, Ph.D., 

Administrator, Parenting Programs. 

THE LATIN SCHOOL OF CHICAGO, 
Chicago, IL, May 18, 1999. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
support your efforts at adding The Stevens- 
Kennedy Amendment to S. 254—the Par-
enting as Prevention Act. I have working at 
parenting education for two decades. I have 
taught parent education to lawyers, social 
workers, teachers, parents and students in 
k–12 settings in some of the most violent 
neighborhoods in Chicago. I have been able 
to prove that it does help children and par-
ents to have more options, to understand the 
needs of children and others and to choose 
non-violent solutions to problems. 

I have also been working for several years 
on parent advocacy groups to professionalize 
parent education and get some consensus re-
garding best practices. We need support and 
resources to do this. Many of us have been 
doing this for years at our own expense be-
cause we know how important parent edu-
cation and support is to parents and future 
parents. Thank you for your efforts and 
please call upon me in any way I can to sup-
port your good work. We need this Act to do 
our good work. 

Very sincerely yours, 
DANA MCDERMOTT MURPHY, 

Adjunct Professor, Family Studies Program— 
Loyola of Chicago; Coordinator, Parent Edu-
cation Initiative, The Latin School of Chicago; 
Member, Advisory Council of the National Par-
ent Education Network; and Member, Advisory 
Board of the Parenting Project-Boca Raton, FL. 

WEBSTERS INTERNATIONAL, INC., 
May 18, 1999. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
c/o Parenting Coalition International, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am in support of 
the Stevens/Kennedy Amendment to S. 254 
subtitled; PARENTING AS PREVENTION. 

This is a most critical time in America’s 
history. All of us need to realize, recognize, 
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and support the premise that parents are the 
single most important factor in determining 
the success or failure of their child. Beyond 
a doubt, based on the very latest research, 
parents are their child’s most influential 
teachers. Therefore, it stands to reason that 
parents truly desire to learn the skills and 
attitudes they need in order to be the best 
parent they can be for their child. Those 
skills and attitudes do not come naturally; 
they are learned. We need programs that will 
ensure that parents are taught those skills 
and attitudes using the most positive meth-
ods available. Too many of them have 
learned negative parenting through the bad 
examples of their own parents. 

We must start sending positive messages 
to our children instead of the poor, often 
confusing scenarios, we present to them now. 
I believe providing the states with funds to 
help them implement such programs would 
be most desirable, but only if we have a true 
method of determining that the monies are 
being spent correctly on parenting materials 
that have been proven to make a difference 
in the lives of both parents and their chil-
dren, and that such programs are making a 
difference. 

Sincerely, 
GRETCHEN GLEAVES, 

Vice President. 

THE HEATHS, 
Haverford, PA, May 18, 1999. 

BELINDA ROLLINS, 
President, Parenting Coalition International, 

Inc., Washington, DC. 
DEAR BELINDA: Thank you for the privilege 

of reviewing and commenting on the provoc-
ative Stevens-Kennedy Amendment to S. 254. 

Establishing a Parenting Support and Edu-
cation Commission must be a component of 
any effort to improve the lives of America’s 
children. Parents, defined broadly as anyone 
who has made a commitment to care for a 
child from now until the child reaches adult-
hood, provide their children with continuity 
of understanding and love as those children 
move through their growing years. That con-
tinuity is vital given the complexity of the 
society in which our children live, the range 
of experiences that they have and the vast 
number of choices which they have to make. 

Senator Kennedy and his staff are to be 
congratulated for incorporating into the ex-
isting bill this additional component that 
will provide a means of strengthening par-
ents’ ability to nurture their children. 

My experience of over thirty years of 
working with parents as well as consulting 
with parent programs world wide has led me 
to recognize the need for a Commission that 
focuses on the role of parents in the lives of 
their children, the effects of that role on the 
parents themselves and how to support par-
ents that they may more effectively nurture 
their children. The Commission to be created 
by this bill will address these needs in at 
least three ways. 

(1) Establishing such a commission will 
give recognition to the importance of par-
ents in the lives of their children. No edu-
cational or social agency provides the con-
tinuity of love and care that parents give to 
children. This commission will keep in the 
national consciousness the unique role of the 
parent. 

(2) The Commission will provide a means 
for investigating in depth social issues re-
lated to parenting. For example, rather than 
the public argument over whether or not 
mothers should work the commission could 
investigate the conditions that allow parents 
to have the time they need with their chil-
dren while also carrying on their own lives 
and earning an income for their families. 

(3) Having state and local initiatives, as 
described in the bill, will provide a means for 

raising issues from the local level to na-
tional attention as well as a means of pass-
ing down current research and information. 

This amendment to S. 254 adds a signifi-
cant component to the national agenda of 
supporting children by recognizing the im-
portant role that parents have in the lives of 
their children and by providing support and 
information to parents that will enhance 
their ability to nurture their children. 

Again let me thank you for giving me an 
opportunity to respond to this innovative 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 
HARRIET HEATH, Ph.D., 

Director, The Parent Center, Bryn Mawr 
College. 

BELINDA: Thank you so much for giving me 
the opportunity to review this amendment. I 
am amazed that you were able to get it put 
together and through the channels to be 
added to the bill. Congratulations. 

I hope my letter supports the amendment 
is the way you had hoped. 

I do have some comments on the amend-
ment itself, as I think you were also asking 
for. I find it fascinating the groups you have 
included and see the political reasons for 
doing so. Your political savvy is amazing and 
so necessary if you are going to achieve your 
goals. And I am so glad that you are there 
working towards the betterment of parents. 

A few comments: In your list of Commis-
sion members you need people knowledge-
able about parental development and about 
the role of the parent in child development. 
I am not sure I am saying this very clearly 
but the writing on parents tends to focus on 
what parents do with and to their children, 
not on the determinants of the parental be-
havior themselves. Parenting tends not be 
discussed as it affects the parent except for 
specific periods such as the early adjust-
ments to parenthood and parenting the ado-
lescent when the mother may be menopausal 
and the father seeing limits to what he may 
accomplish. 

I am uneasy about the dichotomy that 
seems to exist in the 8th and 9th listing. A 
good parenting education program, not in-
cluding that produced through the media, 
has a strong supportive component. 

In 8 are you speaking of family support 
programs that provide social and medical 
services as well as parenting education and 
support or are you referring to parent pro-
grams that are defined as totally emotion-
ally supportive of parents without a content 
component except what the parents offer 
each other? 

Speaking of ‘‘best practices’’ gives me vi-
sions of a cook book. It implies there are 
good recipes and all we have to do is identify 
them. I have not yet figured out how to write 
these sections but so much of parenting is 
developing plans for specific situations. 
Planning involves considering several key 
factors which include obvious such as the de-
velopmental level of the child, the tempera-
ment pattern, the needs, and the less often 
mentioned factors such as what are the par-
ents’ values and beliefs. The fact that par-
ents deal with the issues they face by consid-
ering key factors must be recognized, and 
supported because, as we all know, one ap-
proach does not meet the needs of all chil-
dren. But maybe all this is too complex for 
a bill. 

One other issue—for future consideration. 
You pass over the elementary school years. 
They are a time when parents can delight in 
their children as those children are old 
enough to explore new skills, discuss ideas 
and just enjoy each other. These are also the 
years parents can do so much in preparing 
their children for the adolescence. It is a 
time of giving them that factual information 

they can use when making decisions about 
drugs, sex, etc. It is the time for developing 
decision making skills. And maybe most of 
all it is the time of deepening the loving re-
lationship that will carry them both through 
the teen ages. 

All of this may be too much for the bill. I 
look forward to the continuation of the dis-
cussion. 

Again, thank you Belinda for the work you 
are doing and for including me in it. 

I will send you a paper copy of the letter. 
Should it go somewhere else also? 

Best wishes. See you Friday, 
HARRIET. 

FIGHT CRIME; INVEST IN KIDS, 
May 18, 1999. 

Re Stevens-Kennedy Amendment to Juvenile 
Crime Legislation. 

DEAR SENATOR: As an organization led by 
over 500 police chiefs, sheriffs, prosecutors, 
victims of violence, leaders of police organi-
zations, and violence prevention scholars, we 
write in support of the Stevens-Kennedy 
‘‘Parenting as Prevention Act’’ amendment 
to S. 254. 

Today, kids are being raised in households 
where both parents must work. In many 
cases, single, working parents raise children 
on their own. These new stresses are com-
pounded by our increasingly mobile society. 
Parents often lack nearby grandparents and 
other close relatives to share the work of 
raising a child as well as provide coaching 
and emotional support. 

The Stevens-Kennedy amendment recog-
nizes that we must help parents face today’s 
challenges in raising a child from the toddler 
to teen years. We all have a vital stake in 
seeing that children are provided with the 
best quality parenting because it is a critical 
factor in determining if a child will grow up 
to be a criminal or a contributing citizen and 
good neighbor. 

Programs that help parent raise infants 
and toddlers supporting parents have been 
shown to dramatically reduce child abuse 
and neglect and other factors that increase 
the chances for kids to later engage in crimi-
nal behavior. For example, the Prenatal and 
Early Infancy Project (PEIP) randomly as-
signed half of a group of at-risk mothers to 
receive visits by specially trained nurses who 
provide coaching in parenting skills and 
other advice and support. Rigorous studies 
show the program not only reduced child 
abuse by 80% in the first two years, but that 
fifteen years after the services ended, these 
mothers had only one-third as many arrests, 
and their children were only half as likely to 
be delinquent. 

The amendment would also help parents 
who struggle in the volatile teen years by of-
fering advice, family counseling, and other 
services. Research demonstrates that paren-
tal involvement is critical in the teen years 
for the healthy development of kids, and to 
help troubled kids get back on track. For ex-
ample, the Multi-Systemic Therapy program 
for teens already involved in serious crime 
works closely with the teens’ parents and in 
replications around the country it has been 
shown to cut long-term rates of re-arrest by 
up to 70%. 

The Stevens-Kennedy amendment provides 
much needed resources to treat victims of 
abuse and neglect, sexual abuse, violence, 
and other traumas. Research shows that 
when children are directly abused, or even 
when they witness violence in their lives, 
their developing brain’s anatomy and chem-
istry is altered—a sound, or some other stim-
ulus can ‘‘flip the switch’’ and their heart 
races as their mind becomes concentrated on 
flight . . . or fight. As opposed to the myth 
that children are infinitely resilient, Bruce 
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Perry of Baylor College of Medicine says, ‘‘If 
anything we now know that children are 
more vulnerable to trauma than adults.’’ 
Perry estimates that over 5 million children 
in the United States witness or experience 
traumatizing violence every year, including 
1 million who are victims of abuse or ne-
glect. 

Programs that help parents raise respon-
sible, healthy adults save lives and money. 
For example, a RAND cost-benefit estimate 
of the PEIP program concluded that the sav-
ings to the government alone (excluding 
other benefits to society at large) were four 
times the costs, and that figure did not in-
clude many savings, such as expected lower 
welfare costs for the children beyond age 15, 
nor the extra taxes they may pay as adults. 
RAND found that government savings from 
the program exceeded program costs by the 
time the kids were four years old. 

If we can be of further help as you consider 
this amendment, please don’t hesitate to call 
us. 

Sincerely, 
SANFORD A. NEWMAN, 

President. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a summary of 
the Parenting As Prevention Act be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY OF THE STEVENS AMENDMENT— 
PARENTING AS PREVENTION ACT 

The Parenting as Prevention Act addresses 
youth violence and juvenile delinquency by 
providing support and training to parents 
and potential parents to improve their par-
enting skill and focusing attention on brain 
stimulation to improve early childhood de-
velopment. 

A Rand study shows that for every dollar 
invested in parenting and improving early 
childhood education through brain stimula-
tion, at least $4 are saved in later prison 
costs, rehabilitation costs, special education 
expense, welfare payments, etc. GAO puts 
the savings at above $7 for every dollar in-
vested. 

This state block grant program would be 
administered by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and developed in coopera-
tion with the Attorney General who has re-
sponsibility for juvenile justice prevention 
programs such as the Boys and Girls Club, 
the Secretary of Education who provides 
some support to early childhood learning, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment who would help distribute materials on 
parenting through public housing programs, 
the Secretary of Labor who offers parent 
training to welfare mothers as part of the 
Welfare to Work program, the Secretary of 
Agriculture who operates the WIC program 
and distributes information to rural America 
through the Cooperative Extension Service, 
and the Department of Defense who runs 
child care centers and provides other serv-
ices to children of military families. 

A National Parenting Support and Edu-
cation Commission would be established to 
identify the best practices for parenting on 
issues ranging from discipline to character 
development to brain development to gun 
safety (Eddie Eagle). It would review exist-
ing parenting support and education pro-
grams and report back to Congress and the 
Administration on which ones are most ef-
fective. 

The Commission would publish materials 
for parents in various formats on parenting 
practices and brain stimulation or distribute 
already available materials. No new family 
would come home from the hospital or adop-

tion agency without information on how to 
raise the baby. Referral information on ex-
isting federal, state, and local programs 
would also be collated on one sheet of paper 
for distribution which would include eligi-
bility criteria, phone numbers, and address-
es. 

The Commission must wrap up its work 
within 18 months. Such funds as are nec-
essary are authorized for appropriation. 

A State and Local Parenting Support and 
Education Grant Program is established 
which would provide a block grant to states 
with a small state minimum: States with In-
dian populations over 2% would provide 2% 
of the money to tribes. 

The State would establish a State Par-
enting Support and Education Council to 
award grants at the local level which would 
include state government, bipartisan rep-
resentation from the state legislation, and 
interested groups to be appointed by the 
Governor. If a state had an existing group, it 
could use that. 

The State Council could award grants for: 
(1) Parenting support programs for young 

children including distribution of parenting 
materials on brain development and best 
parenting practices; one on one visits to 
mothers of new babies on brain development 
and best parenting practices (cited as the 
best way to reduce child abuse, a leading 
cause of juvenile delinquency and violent 
crime); and parent training programs. 

(2) Parenting support for teenagers includ-
ing providing parenting materials in con-
junction with existing programs such as 
Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCA, after school 
programs, and parent training classes, sup-
port groups, and mentors. 

(3) Parenting support and education re-
source centers including a national 800 toll 
free number offer counseling, parenting ad-
vice, and referral to existing programs; and 
respite care for parents with children with 
special needs (retarded, mentally ill, behav-
ior disorders, FAS/FAE). 

A state which got a grant to provide a 
statewide program or a local group would 
only have to report back every two years, 
but would have to use specific performance 
measures, i.e. things like improvement in IQ 
scores, school achievement tests. 

No more than 5% of the money could be 
used for administrative costs. The typical 
rate is 18–30 percent. 

A state would have to maintain its exist-
ing effort, i.e. it can’t cut its existing state 
program and replace it with a federal grant. 

The program is authorized at such sums as 
are necessary. 

Finally, the bill creates a program to re-
verse bad brain wiring caused by exposure to 
physical or sexual abuse or family/commu-
nity violence. Research shows early inter-
vention to be much more effective than later 
rehabilitation efforts as an adult. 

Again, best practices for dealing with these 
problems would be identified by regional 
centers of excellence on psychological trau-
ma and response. 

Indian tribes, Native Hawaiians and other 
non-profits would be eligible for grants 
which would last for 3 years. 

This program is authorized at such sums as 
are necessary. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the amendment be 
agreed to and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 363) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

The Senator will withhold. The Sen-
ate is not in order. The Senator from 
Minnesota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 364 

(Purpose: To make an amendment with re-
spect to disproportionate minority con-
finement) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Senator KENNEDY, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, and Senator FEINSTEIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 364. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 129, strike lines 6 through 14, and 

insert the following: 
‘‘(24) address juvenile delinquency preven-

tion efforts and system improvement efforts 
designed to reduce, without establishing or 
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the 
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of racial minority groups who come into 
contact with the juvenile justice system.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me talk in a general way about this. 
This legislation deals with juvenile jus-
tice. This amendment focuses on the 
justice part. We speak to what is called 
disproportionate minority confine-
ment. What that really means, in con-
crete terms, to use one example, is Af-
rican American kids ages 10 to 17 make 
up 15 percent of the population, but 26 
percent of all juvenile arrests, 32 per-
cent of delinquency referrals to juve-
nile court, 46 percent of juveniles in 
public long-term institutions, and 52 
percent of cases judicially waived to 
criminal court; that is, adult court. 

In the current legislation, what we 
have done is we turn the clock back a 
long ways. In the past, since the late 
1980s, we have always tried to deal with 
this question of disproportionate mi-
nority confinement. What this legisla-
tion does is to essentially reverse this 
progress. I think, roughly speaking, 
about 33 percent of the population, 
ages 10 to 17, are minority youth. They 
represent about 66 percent, or there-
abouts, of kids who are now incarcer-
ated. The question is, Why? 

There are lots of different reasons. 
Let me just list some that come from 
Department of Justice reports, some 
lessons that have been learned from 
some five different States. Some of the 
factors that can contribute to minority 
overrepresentation can be: racial eth-
nic bias, insufficient diversion options, 
system labeling, barriers to parental 
advocacy, poor juvenile justice/commu-
nity integration, low-income jobs, few 
job opportunities, few community sup-
port services, inadequate health and 
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welfare resources, inadequate early 
childhood education, inadequate edu-
cation quality, lack of cultural edu-
cation, single-parent homes, economic 
stress, limited time for supervision. 
The factors go on. 

But the key to an effective juvenile 
justice system is to treat every of-
fender as an individual, to treat every 
offender fairly, and to provide the 
needed services to all. All youth who 
come into contact with the juvenile 
justice system should receive fair 
treatment. Surely every Senator 
agrees with that proposition. 

The disproportionate minority con-
finement requirement in the current 
law is bringing about change and focus-
ing attention on the problem. The cur-
rent law says we call upon States to 
try to come to terms with this ques-
tion. We call upon States to collect the 
data. We call upon States to think 
about whether or not there are steps 
that can be taken, and to put into ef-
fect some of these programs and some 
of the steps that could be taken to deal 
with this problem, to bring about more 
fairness, to end some of the discrimina-
tion. 

As you look at this graph here, when 
you have 15 percent of young people 
ages 10 to 17, African American, but 46 
percent of the juveniles in public, long- 
term institutions are African American 
kids, this ought to bother all of us. We 
ought to come to terms with this. 

William Raspberry wrote in the 
Washington Post last week: 

These numbers strongly imply not dis-
proportionate lawlessness, but dissimilar 
treatment throughout the juvenile justice 
system. 

At the very least, they are the type of 
numbers that ought to prompt criminal jus-
tice authorities across America to take a 
closer look at what they are doing. 

That is what is so incredible about 
this legislation right now. It is as if 
starting in the late 1980s and then 
going to 1993 we recognized this prob-
lem, and in our juvenile justice legisla-
tion, up to this bill, we have said to 
States: You need to collect the data; 
you need to look at this problem; you 
need to try to address this problem. 

This piece of legislation essentially 
guts this effort, and the amendment 
that we have offered is essentially the 
same House language that is now in 
their juvenile justice bill. It addresses 
juvenile delinquency prevention efforts 
and system improvement efforts de-
signed to reduce, without establishing 
or requiring numerical standards or 
quotas—that is very important—efforts 
designed to reduce, without estab-
lishing or requiring numerical stand-
ards or quotas, the disproportionate 
number of juvenile members of minor-
ity groups who come into contact with 
the juvenile justice system. 

There were close to 400 votes—I want 
my colleagues to listen to this—400 
votes in the House of Representatives 
for this amendment that we now bring 
to the Senate floor. 

The current law talked about the 
need to address this problem, to reduce 

the proportion of juveniles detained or 
confined in secure detention facilities, 
jails and lockups, who are members of 
minority groups if such proportion ex-
ceeds the proportion such group rep-
resents in the general population. 

S. 254 guts the current law and talks 
about segments of the juvenile popu-
lation. What does that mean? Boys? 
Girls? It does not deal with the issue of 
race and the severe overrepresentation 
of young kids of color who are locked 
up. That is the issue. 

This amendment that I bring to the 
floor with Senator KENNEDY, Senator 
FEINGOLD, and Senator FEINSTEIN es-
sentially says that we call upon the 
States to address the juvenile delin-
quency prevention efforts and system 
improvement efforts designed to re-
duce, without establishing or requiring 
numerical standards or quotas, the dis-
proportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups who come into 
contact with the juvenile justice sys-
tem. 

This is an eminently reasonable 
amendment, but it goes to the heart of 
the debate about racial justice in our 
country. S. 254 undermines this DMC 
core requirement of the Juvenile Delin-
quency and Prevention Act which di-
rects States to identify this dispropor-
tionate confinement, to assess the rea-
sons it exits, and to develop strategies 
to address the disproportionate number 
of minority children in confinement. 

This legislation, S. 254, as now writ-
ten, takes those efforts—some good ef-
forts by our States, some 40 States in-
volved with this—and basically heads 
these efforts for the scrap heap. This is 
a huge step backward. 

This amendment has nothing to do 
with quotas. It does not require or sug-
gest the use of numerical quotas for ar-
rests or release of any juvenile from 
custody based on race. No State’s fund-
ing is based upon quotas or anything 
else. But this amendment does put the 
Senate on record supporting the dis-
proportionate minority confinement 
core requirement which now is in exist-
ing law that addresses a very serious 
and a very real problem. 

It is well-documented that in every 
State—nearly every State—including 
my State of Minnesota, minority youth 
are overrepresented at every stage of 
the juvenile justice system, particu-
larly in secure confinement. For exam-
ple, a study in California showed that 
minority youth consistently received 
more severe punishments and were 
more likely to receive jail time than 
white youth who committed the same 
offenses. 

Another study in Portland, OR, found 
minority youth being locked up at a 
rate several times higher than their ar-
rest rates. 

We ought to be concerned when, 
roughly speaking, 7 out of every 10 
youths in secure confinement are mi-
nority juveniles in our country, a rate 
more than double their percentage of 
the youth population. Should we be 
concerned about that? Isn’t this juve-

nile justice legislation? Let’s look at 
the justice part. 

We have close to 7 out of 10 kids who 
are in confinement in our country 
today who are locked up, incarcer-
ated—juveniles, who are kids of color, 
minority kids, double their percentage 
of the population. We have way too 
many examples of kids having com-
mitted the same offense as white kids 
but receiving stiffer sentences or wind-
ing up incarcerated, and it is not right. 
It is unconscionable. It is unaccept-
able. 

I do not think this whole problem of 
disproportionate minority confinement 
is the product of bigoted or racist au-
thorities, though there is too much 
bigotry and there is too much racism. 
It is far more complex, and it results 
from all kinds of things, including the 
likelihood that minority youth are 
more likely to be poor, they are going 
to be unable to find work, uneducated, 
or, as William Raspberry suggests in 
his column, or they are politically 
unconnected, which means they will be 
less likely to have their children re-
leased to their custody by police offi-
cers and judges. 

From William Raspberry’s piece: 
It may result in a tendency of white offi-

cials to basically look at white kids as trou-
bled youth and black offenders as trouble-
makers, gangsters or predators. 

Forty States are doing good work. 
The Department of Justice issued a re-
port several months ago which talked 
about some of the lessons learned from 
five States. I began to talk about some 
of those lessons earlier on and the 
kinds of efforts these States—Arizona, 
Iowa, North Carolina, Florida, and Or-
egon—are taking. 

I believe Senator KENNEDY will come 
down and speak shortly on this amend-
ment and then I will follow up his re-
marks. I am anxious to hear what my 
colleague from Utah has to say because 
he has been a Senator who has been ex-
tremely sensitive to these issues. 

This does not make any sense. We 
have language in our current legisla-
tion that deals with this problem of the 
disproportionate number of kids of 
color who are locked up so we can find 
out what is going on and how we can do 
better. States all across the Nation are 
collecting the data and trying to find 
out what is wrong and trying to do bet-
ter. 

This current legislation before the 
Senate really turns the clock back. 
Why as a nation do we not want to 
come to terms with this question? 
Again, let me be clear about this, the 
current law talks about the need to re-
duce the proportion of juveniles who 
are detained or secured, confined in 
these secure detention facilities, the 
disproportionate number of minority 
groups, and then S. 254 comes along 
and talks about segments of the juve-
nile population. 

This basically undermines the efforts 
that are underway. We are not talking 
about segments of the population. We 
are talking about race and, as a matter 
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of fact, it is very important that we 
continue to identify some of the prob-
lems we have to confront as a nation 
that deal with race. We are not talking 
about segments of the population; we 
are talking about the question of race. 

Our amendment—I want every Sen-
ator to focus his or her attention on 
this—takes the House language, which 
was passed by 400 votes, and we talk 
about the importance of addressing the 
juvenile delinquency prevention efforts 
and system improvement efforts de-
signed to reduce, without establishing 
or requiring numerical standards or 
quotas, the disproportionate number of 
juvenile members of minority groups 
who come into contact with the juve-
nile justice system. 

The current law, before this piece of 
legislation, acknowledges race is an 
issue. Whether we want to talk about 
it or not, whether we want to recognize 
it or not, whether we are comfortable 
with it or not, this isn’t an issue that 
arose overnight. 

In 1988, over a decade ago, the Coali-
tion for Juvenile Justice released a re-
port to Congress on race in the system 
called ‘‘The Delicate Balance.’’ They 
made the point, and this became part 
of the law that we had to do better as 
a nation, that we should be troubled by 
this, that we should be troubled that 
close to 70 percent of the kids who are 
locked up are kids of color, minority 
youth. 

We want to make sure there is no dis-
crimination. We want to make sure 
kids are treated fairly. We want to 
make sure that all of our citizens have 
some confidence in this justice system. 
Well, this piece of legislation takes us 
a long ways back, a long ways back. 

For those who want to talk about the 
constitutionality of the DMC provi-
sion, it is just a scare tactic. It is just 
a figleaf. I read the language of the 
amendment which makes it crystal 
clear that we are not talking about nu-
merical standards or quotas. I would 
like to read from a letter and ask 
unanimous consent that this be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. This is from 23 

law professors endorsing the constitu-
tionality of the disproportionate mi-
nority confinement amendment. I just 
read: 

There can be no serious constitutional ob-
jection to the DMC requirement in existing 
law. First, it does not single out members of 
racial minorities for any sort of distinctive 
treatment, nor does it impose any burdens 
on anyone else. The Supreme Court’s deci-
sions made it clear that constitutional ques-
tions arise, not merely from the use of racial 
terms in a law—for otherwise compiling cen-
sus information about race would be uncon-
stitutional—but only if there is some burden 
or benefit allocated on the basis of race. . . . 
The DMC requirements do nothing that 
crosses this minimum threshold. 

This letter goes on and makes really 
a very strong case, signed by 23 law 
professors in our country. 

I want to just make it real clear that 
the disproportionate minority confine-
ment amendment that I bring to the 
floor with Senator KENNEDY is about 
race. Can I say this one more time to 
colleagues? Because when you vote on 
this, please understand this amend-
ment is about race. Please understand 
that this amendment has the support 
of probably every single civil rights or-
ganization in our country. Please un-
derstand that this amendment has the 
support of just about every single chil-
dren’s organization you can think of, 
starting with the Children’s Defense 
Fund. 

Please understand that this amend-
ment and your vote is all about race, 
because please understand that we are 
doing better, but to have a really bet-
ter America we have to do even better 
when it comes to questions of race and 
discrimination. 

Please understand that many citizens 
in our country do not have complete 
confidence in the system. When the mi-
nority community sees that close to 70 
percent of their kids are locked up, 
when their kids make up not even 35, 33 
percent of the population, and when 
they see that kids of color wind up in-
carcerated, when white kids do not, 
having committed the same offense, or 
given longer sentences, and when they 
see all the ways in which there is dis-
crimination—and we have not come to 
terms with what is really going on 
with so many kids in these commu-
nities—it makes members of minority 
communities in our country very sus-
picious of a piece of legislation which 
focuses on juvenile justice but takes 
out the language we had in our legisla-
tion dealing with kids that assures 
that States will collect the data and 
will look at this question and try and 
do better. 

I am telling you, this is a huge vote. 
This is all about race. It is about the 
disproportionate share of minority 
youth in our Nation’s juvenile justice 
system. It is about helping States come 
up with plans to enhance prevention, 
to work with communities. It is not 
about releasing individuals from con-
finement because of their racial make-
up or about instituting some kind of 
quota system. It is about fairness. It is 
about ending discrimination. It is 
about justice. It is about doing better 
as a nation. It is about doing better for 
all of our children, including children 
of color, and that is why this amend-
ment has such intense, broad support. 
And it is why 400 Members in the House 
of Representatives voted for this 
amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I will yield to the 

Senator or yield the floor, if you like. 
Mr. DURBIN. I ask the Senator from 

Minnesota to simply yield for a ques-
tion. 

Let me say at the outset that I am 
honored to support this amendment. I 
am glad that Senator WELLSTONE, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, and many others have 
joined in this effort. 

For those who question whether Sen-
ator WELLSTONE’s testimony before the 
Senate is accurate, I share with them 
some statistical information which 
came as a shock to me. General McCaf-
frey, who is our Nation’s drug czar, ap-
peared before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee last year. I asked General 
McCaffrey if the statistics I had read 
were accurate. 

The statistics I had read were as fol-
lows: 12 percent of the American popu-
lation is African American; 13 percent 
of those committing drug crimes are 
African American; 33 percent of those 
arrested are African American; 50 per-
cent of those convicted are African 
American; and 67 percent of those in 
prison for drug crimes are African 
American. 

This is clearly completely dispropor-
tionate. This segment of the popu-
lation has been focused on and what 
Senator WELLSTONE is seeking to do 
with this amendment is to make cer-
tain that we do not close our eyes to 
the reality. The statue of justice can 
keep a blindfold over her eyes with the 
scales before her; we cannot put a 
blindfold over our eyes. We have to be 
open to the reality that if we are dis-
criminating against any group of 
Americans, regardless of their back-
ground or color, ethnic origin or race 
or religion, we have to be sensitized to 
it. 

I do not know why this bill takes a 
step backwards. Thank goodness for 
the amendment offered by Senator 
WELLSTONE and others which puts us 
back on the right track to be honest 
and fair in the administration of jus-
tice in America. 

I proudly stand in support of your 
amendment. I thank the Senator for 
his leadership. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank Senator 
DURBIN. He would like to be added as 
an original cosponsor. I would be very 
proud for him to do that. I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator DURBIN be 
added as an original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I have visited some of these facilities 
and they are pretty troubling. When 
you visit—I think, again, of the visit to 
Tallulah, LA—there and there is just a 
sea of, in this particular case, African 
American faces, young kids—many of 
them, by the way, locked up for as long 
as 7 weeks in solitary confinement, 23 
hours a day; that is part of what they 
do there—it is troubling. 

I think in the State of Louisiana—I 
do not know what the overall percent-
age of the population is, but I think 
about 80 to 85 percent of the kids that 
are confined there are African Amer-
ican. Here is what makes this so trou-
bling. 

It would be easy—I want every Sen-
ator listening to this—to simply at-
tribute this large discrepancy to the 
fact that young people of different ra-
cial groups commit different types of 
crimes. 
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In 1992, though, there were signifi-

cantly higher rates of admission of Af-
rican American juveniles for every of-
fense group. Please listen to that, be-
cause I do not want some colleague to 
come out on the floor and say: Well, 
there is a reason for this. These kids 
commit the crimes in exactly this per-
centage or this proportion. 

Crimes against persons: Black males 
and females were six times more likely 
to be admitted to State juvenile facili-
ties than their white counterparts— 
same crimes, six times more likely. 

Property crimes: Black males were 
almost four times more likely to be ad-
mitted to State juvenile facilities than 
white males, and black females were 
almost three times more likely to be 
committed than white females. 

Drug offenses: Black males were con-
fined at a rate 30 times that of white 
males. In fact, among all offense cat-
egories, black youth were more likely 
to be detained than white youth during 
every year between 1985 and 1994. Mi-
nority youth were also more likely to 
be removed from their families than 
white youth. Black youth are also 
much more likely to end up in prisons 
with adult offenders. 

In 1995, nearly 10,000 juvenile cases 
were transferred to adult criminal 
court by judicial waiver. Of those pro-
ceedings, cases involving black youth 
were 50 percent more likely to be 
waived than those cases involving 
white youth. Overall, again, black 
youth were 52 percent of all the chil-
dren and adolescents waived to adult 
court, and in most States minority ju-
veniles were overrepresented on aver-
age in these adult jails at a rate more 
than 21⁄2 times their proportion of the 
total youth population. These are 
damning statistics. 

When he was director of the Massa-
chusetts Department of Services, Com-
missioner-Member Jerome Miller wrote 
of the cumulative effect of decisions 
made throughout the juvenile justice 
process: 

I learned very early on that when we got 
an African American youth, virtually every-
thing from arrest summaries to family his-
tory to rap sheets to psychiatric exams to 
waiver hearings, as to whether he would be 
tried as an adult to final sentencing, was 
skewed. If a middle-class white youth was 
sent to us as dangerous, he was much more 
likely to be dangerous than the African 
American teenager with the same label. Usu-
ally the white kid had been afforded com-
petent legal counsel, appropriate psychiatric 
and psychological testing, been tried in a va-
riety of privately funded options and, all in 
all, had been dealt with more sensitively and 
more individually at every level of the juve-
nile justice process. For him to be labeled 
dangerous, he usually had done something 
that was very serious indeed. By contrast, 
the African American teenager was dealt 
with as a stereotype from the moment the 
handcuffs were first put on, to be easily and 
quickly moved along to the more dangerous 
end of the violent/nonviolent spectrum, al-
beit accompanied by an official record meant 
to validate the biased series of decisions. 

I say to my colleague, Mr. DURBIN, I 
really appreciate his being here. Some-

times when we are in this Chamber, 
this is our reality. I want every Sen-
ator, including Republican Senators, to 
know, this is an amendment that deals 
with a very sensitive issue. This is an 
amendment that deals with race in 
America. This is an amendment that 
deals with all of the biases that go with 
that. This is an amendment that says 
we should not be passing a piece of leg-
islation which essentially turns the 
clock backward, which takes the lan-
guage that we had in our past juvenile 
justice legislation which calls on 
States to study this problem, calls on 
States to address the problem, and 
calls on States to do better, as many 
are doing right now, and essentially re-
move all that language. It is a charade. 

I will go on record right now—I can-
not see any way that I can support this 
piece of legislation if this amendment 
does not pass. I cannot see any way as 
a Senator I can support this. I will put 
Senators on notice—I think a good 
many Senators, many Senators should 
not be able to support this piece of leg-
islation if this amendment, which is 
the same language passed by 400 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives— 
that has to include some Republicans; 
am I correct? 

Mr. DURBIN. Yes. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Does not pass in 

the Senate. 
What in the world is going on on the 

floor of the Senate that we are unwill-
ing to pass an amendment that just 
calls upon States to continue to try to 
come to terms with this really huge, 
stark problem in America? Why in the 
world am I even out here having to de-
bate this? 

I am going to reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. How much time do 

I have on our side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GRAMS). The Senator from Minnesota 
has 31 minutes 35 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, again, in support 
of this amendment—and I am happy to 
be a cosponsor of it—the important as-
pect in the administration of justice 
that is often overlooked is respect for 
the law. We teach our children to re-
spect the law. We try to make certain 
that they teach their children. It is 
that legacy which allows the adminis-
tration of justice to succeed. 

When people lose respect for the law, 
it doesn’t take too many of them to 
turn on a system and break it down. 
This amendment being offered by Sen-
ator WELLSTONE is an effort to make 
certain that we have respect for the 
law here, respect for the equal adminis-
tration of justice. 

We cannot be impervious or blind to 
the obvious. The obvious is dem-
onstrated by the statistics I have men-
tioned on the floor and those read by 
Senator WELLSTONE. I cannot believe 
in 1999, at this stage in the history of 

this great Nation, we are prepared in 
this piece of legislation to take a step 
back in time when it comes to progress 
toward racial harmony in America. If 
we are so foolish to do that, we risk re-
spect for the administration of justice 
and respect for the law. 

People who observe this system can’t 
ignore the fact that disproportionate 
numbers of minorities are being incar-
cerated and treated unfairly. I stand, 
as I am sure the Senator from Min-
nesota does, in saying that I want 
those who break the law to answer for 
it. I want to live in a safe neighbor-
hood. I want to live in a safe town. If 
the perpetrator of a crime is black, 
white, or brown, male or female, it is 
irrelevant. They should be treated 
under our system of justice fairly and 
the same. 

But when we look at the end result of 
this system of justice and see this dis-
proportionate confinement of minori-
ties, are we to turn our backs on that? 
Are we to walk away from that? What 
do we do to this Nation and our system 
of laws if we do? We risk, I am afraid, 
a disintegration of a sense of commu-
nity in America, a disintegration of re-
spect for law. Then we all suffer, not 
just African Americans, but also His-
panic Americans, those of every color 
and hue and ethnic background. 

So I support this amendment, an 
amendment that passed overwhelm-
ingly in the House of Representatives. 
I hope it will be enacted as part of this 
legislation. I say, as the Senator from 
Minnesota has said, every Senator 
should take this amendment very, very 
seriously. 

I yield back to the Senator. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

don’t want to take too much more of 
my time right now, because I really 
want this to be a debate. I will tell you, 
this amendment does not say you re-
lease kids. It has nothing to do with 
that. And, by the way, most of the kids 
in these facilities have committed non-
violent crime. That needs to be said as 
well. I have met kids breaking and en-
tering, theft of mopeds; you name it, 
they are there. 

What is going on right now in the 
country has a dramatic impact not just 
on these kids and not just their par-
ents, but it has a devastating impact 
on minority communities. Let us fi-
nally please understand that as well. 
The disproportionate minority confine-
ment, the disproportionate number of 
kids who are locked up, has a dev-
astating impact on minority commu-
nities, a devastating impact on family 
relationships, a growing sense of anger 
and isolation and alienation and—my 
colleague from Illinois is right—dis-
trust of the institutions in our coun-
try. 

This is the final point, before I hear 
from my colleagues on the other side. 
All too often these ‘‘corrections insti-
tutions’’—this needs to be said—do not 
correct. They are a gateway to adult 
prison, because a lot of kids get out, 
and when they get out, they have it on 
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record that they have served time. 
They do not get the adequate training. 
They do not get the adequate support. 
And as opposed to any real correction 
that takes place, you have a lot of kids 
who get out of these institutions who 
are really, in many ways, kids who 
have become much hardened and with 
much less chance of doing well. 

So there is also a connection to this 
problem, I argue, in the fact that, 
roughly speaking, in 1999 one-third of 
all African American men between the 
ages of 18 and 26, or 20 and 28, are ei-
ther in prison or waiting to be sen-
tenced, or have been paroled. Five 
times as many African American men 
of this young age are in prison as are in 
college, in higher education, in the 
State of California. We have to ask 
ourselves what is going on. 

Again, we were making progress up 
to this legislation. We were making 
progress. We did something that made 
sense to our States. We called upon our 
States to really look at this problem 
and try to address this problem. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

EXHIBIT 1 

MAY 17, 1999. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. PAUL D. WELLSTONE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY, FEINSTEIN, and 
WELLSTONE: As the Senate is considering S. 
254, the Violent and Repeat Juvenile Of-
fender Accountability and Rehabilitation 
Act of 1999, it has come to our attention that 
the sponsors of S. 254 have altered the lan-
guage of the Disproportionate Minority Con-
finement (DMC) mandate in current federal 
law by removing any reference to the word 
minority, claiming that the law as currently 
written is unconstitutional. We believe this 
argument is without merit. 

There can be no serious constitutional ob-
jection to the DMC requirement in existing 
law. First, it does not single out members of 
racial minorities for any sort of distinctive 
treatment, nor does it impose any burdens 
on anyone else. The Supreme Court’s deci-
sions make it clear that constitutional ques-
tions arise, not merely from the use of racial 
terms in a law—for otherwise compiling cen-
sus information about race would be uncon-
stitutional—but only if there is some burden 
or benefit allocated on the basis of race. Cf. 
Anderson v. Martin, 375 U.S. 399 (1964). The 
DMC requirements do nothing that crosses 
this minimum threshold. 

Second, the DMC mandate is designed to 
identify whether unconstitutional racial dis-
crimination is occurring in the juvenile jus-
tice system. The Supreme Court has held 
that practices that result in dispropor-
tionate burdens on racial minorities are un-
constitutional if they have been adopted in-
tentionally to have that effect. Washington 
v. Davis, 426 U.S. 229 (1976). The DMC require-
ments are directed at precisely that concern: 
They ask the states to determine whether 
DMC is occurring, and if it is, what its 
causes are. It cannot possibly be unconstitu-
tional for Congress to direct that such an in-
quiry be undertaken. Cf. Hunter v. Under-
wood, 421 U.S. 222 (1985). 

We hope that this information is useful as 
you continue your debate on this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
Mark Tushnet, Carmack Waterhouse Pro-

fessor of Constitutional Law, Georgetown 
University Law Center; Milner Ball, Pro-
fessor of Law, University of Georgia School 
of Law; Taunya Lovell Banks, Professor of 
Law, University of Maryland School of Law; 
Kelley H. Bartges, Associate Clinical Pro-
fessor of Law, University of Richmond Law 
School; Steve Berenson, Assistant Professor 
of Law, Shepard Broad Law Center, Nova 
Southeastern University; Surrel Brady, As-
sociate Professor of Law, University of 
Maryland School of Law; Angela O. Burton, 
Professor of Law, Syracuse University Col-
lege of Law; Peter Byrne, Professor of Law, 
Georgetown University Law Center; Sheryll 
D. Cashin, Associate Professor of Law, 
Georgetown University Law Center; Sher-
man L. Cohn, Professor of Law, Georgetown 
University Law Center; John M. Copacino, 
Professor, Georgetown University Law Cen-
ter; Michael Dale, Professor of Law, Shepard 
Broad Law Center, Nova Southeastern Uni-
versity; Steven Drizin, Northwestern Univer-
sity School of Law; John S. Elson, Professor 
of Law, Northwestern University School of 
Law; Dan Filler, Professor of Law, Univer-
sity of Alabama School of Law; Pamela 
Stanbeck Glean, Clinical Professor of Law, 
North Carolina Central University School of 
Law; Gerard F. Glynn, Visiting Professor of 
Law, Barry University School of Law; Mar-
tin Guggenheim, Professor of Law, New York 
University School of Law; Randy Hertz, Pro-
fessor of Law, New York University School 
of Law; Paul Holland, Visiting Associate 
Professor, Georgetown University Law Cen-
ter; Daniel Kanstroom, Associate Clinical 
Professor of Law, Boston College Law 
School; Madeleine Kurtz, Acting Professor of 
Clinical Law, New York University School of 
Law; Lundy Langston, Professor of Law, 
Shepard Broad Law Center, Nova South-
eastern University; Stephen Loffredo, Asso-
ciate Professor of Law, City University of 
New York School of Law; Kimberly E. 
O’Leary, Associate Professor of Law and Di-
rector of Clinical Programs, University of 
Dayton School of Law; Mari Matsuda, Pro-
fessor, Georgetown University Law Center; 
Denise Meyer, Professor of Law, University 
of Southern California Law School; Alan D. 
Minuskin, Associate Clinical Professor of 
Law, Boston College Law School; Wallace J. 
Mlyniec, Lupo-Ricci Professor of Clinical 
Legal Studies, Georgetown University Law 
Center; Paul O’Neil, Professor of Law, Pace 
University School of Law; Bill Patton, Whit-
tier School of Law; Patricia Roth, George-
town University Law Center; Phillip G. 
Schrag, Professor, Georgetown University 
Law Center; Abbe Smith, Associate Pro-
fessor, Georgetown University Law Center; 
Kim Taylor-Thompson, Professor of Clinical 
Law, New York University School of Law; 
Wendy W. Williams, Professor of Law, 
Georgetown University Law Center; Stephen 
Wizner, William O. Douglas Clinical Pro-
fessor of Law, Yale Law School. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. As usual, I have to com-

mend the Senator from Minnesota for 
his heart and for his desire to try to re-
solve problems that are difficult in our 
society. I have to say that I am con-
cerned about the disproportionate con-
finement of minority youth, especially 
young African Americans and His-
panics, in our society—especially Afri-

can Americans because it is dispropor-
tionate. If you really stop and think 
about it, the issue is who is commit-
ting the crimes. 

I also agree it would be wonderful if 
we had a perfect system of rehabilita-
tion for these young people. The juve-
nile justice bill provides an additional 
$547 million in addition to the $4.4 bil-
lion we spend annually for helping 
young people to get rehabilitated or to 
help prevent crime to begin with. I 
think that is the right direction. 

This is probably the first bill in his-
tory that has 45 percent of the money 
in the bill for law enforcement and ac-
countability purposes and 55 percent of 
the money for prevention purposes. 
But, you know, you still can’t ignore 
the fact that these kids are commit-
ting crimes. Just because you would 
like the statistics to be relatively pro-
portionate, if that isn’t the case, be-
cause more young people commit 
crimes from one minority classifica-
tion than another, it doesn’t solve the 
problem by saying states should find a 
way of letting these kids out. 

Now, if there is another problem, if 
there is literally a civil rights viola-
tion or a discrimination against minor-
ity youth, then that is a problem I 
think would need fixing. But I don’t 
think that is a case that has been made 
so far. 

The Democrats’ amendment requires 
States to address efforts to reduce the 
proportion of juveniles who have con-
tact with the juvenile justice system 
who are members of minority groups, if 
such proportion exceeds the proportion 
such groups represent in the general 
population. It fails to take into consid-
eration who is committing these 
crimes. If a higher proportion of young 
African Americans are committing the 
crimes, do we just ignore that because 
we don’t like the fact that it is dis-
proportionate compared to Hispanic 
Americans or Anglo Americans? I don’t 
see how you get around the fact that 
the ones who are committing the 
crimes are the ones who are arrested or 
incarcerated. 

This amendment is not only ill-ad-
vised as a matter of policy and prin-
ciple, but it is also unconstitutional. 
The amendment makes an overt racial 
classification. Juveniles must be clas-
sified according to race in order for 
this amendment to be followed. 

This amendment is unconstitutional. 
As the Supreme Court announced in 
the 1979 decision of Personnel Adminis-
trator of Massachusetts v. Feeney: 

A racial classification, regardless of its 
purported motivation, is presumptively in-
valid and can be upheld only upon an ex-
traordinary justification. 

Now, such a classification could be 
upheld if there is an extraordinary jus-
tification, but that is not evident here. 
I just hear that there are more young 
African American kids who go to jail 
than white kids; therefore, there must 
be something wrong with the system. 

I don’t agree with that. If there are 
more young African American kids 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5564 May 19, 1999 
committing crimes, and especially vi-
cious crimes and violent crimes, you 
don’t help the problem by saying they 
should not be punished and they should 
not be incarcerated somehow or other 
be sent to—unless there is a justifica-
tion for that. 

Now, according to Personnel Adminis-
trator of Massachusetts v. Feeney, a 1979 
decision: 

A racial classification, regardless of its 
purported motivation, is presumptively in-
valid and can be upheld only upon an ex-
traordinary justification. 

That is the law, and I think it is a 
correct law. 

More recently, in Adarand Construc-
tors, Inc. v. Pena, the Supreme Court 
held that the Constitution requires the 
strictest judicial scrutiny ‘‘of all race- 
based action’’ by Government. What 
does that mean? It means that this 
amendment is subject to strict scru-
tiny and can be constitutional only if 
it is, under Adarand, ‘‘narrowly tai-
lored to achieve a compelling govern-
mental interest.’’ 

This amendment does not pass strict 
scrutiny. The only ‘‘compelling inter-
est’’ the Supreme Court has recognized 
in this context is the remediation of 
past discrimination. Moreover, the 
Court requires a particularized showing 
of past discrimination. I don’t think 
anybody would disagree with that. 

Here there is no such proof of dis-
crimination, and the current law, 
which this amendment replicates—and, 
I might add, expands—is not narrowly 
tailored to remedy past discrimination. 
In fact, the Justice Department regula-
tions under current law require States 
to intervene regardless of the cause of 
disproportionate confinement. Instead 
of remedying past discrimination, 
much of the current law is aimed at 
prevention programs. This amendment, 
and the current law it replicates, can-
not pass strict scrutiny. 

I wish I could support this amend-
ment, but its constitutional flaws pre-
vent that. And, frankly, I believe that 
this amendment is bad social policy, 
because basically this amendment just 
says that these young people who have 
been engaged in criminal activity, 
somehow or other, should be propor-
tionately given a break because there 
are more—in this case—young African 
Americans than young whites who are 
convicted. Now, that is unconstitu-
tional in the light of Adarand and the 
Feeney case, and, frankly, under any 
principle of race neutrality in the jus-
tice system. 

The proponents of this amendment 
are motivated, in my opinion, by the 
best of intentions. I share their con-
cern. That is one reason I want this ju-
venile justice bill to pass, so we can get 
serious about violent juvenile crime 
and so we can use the tools of this bill 
to help to prevent that in the future. 
And we have significant prevention 
moneys in this bill to help get these 
kids away from ever committing crime 
again. 

Like I say, the proponents are sin-
cere. They want to help minority chil-

dren avoid detention. However, I be-
lieve the best way to prevent the de-
tention of juveniles is to prevent juve-
niles—of all races—from committing 
crime. I am proud that S. 254 provides 
$547.5 million in new funds for preven-
tion programs. I have had to fight to 
get that. That is on top of and in addi-
tion to the $4.4 billion that we already 
have on the books every year for pre-
vention programs. 

It is unhealthy for the Government 
to focus only on reducing the detention 
of minority juveniles. We should focus 
on preventing crime committed by ju-
veniles of all races and recognize that 
detention of juvenile offenders is some-
times necessary. As this current debate 
illustrates, it is inherently divisive 
when the Government makes racial 
classifications. 

Look, if there is discrimination 
against minority kids, then you can 
count on me. I will fight alongside of 
my Democrat colleagues to end that 
discrimination. But to just say it is 
disproportionate without consideration 
to what crimes were committed, it 
seems to me, is not only unconstitu-
tional, it is wrong. 

S. 254 has a better provision. It re-
quires that prevention resources be di-
rected to ‘‘segments of the juvenile 
population’’ that are disproportion-
ately detained. Such ‘‘segments of the 
population’’ could include, for example, 
certain socioeconomic groups that are 
more likely to be at risk. S. 254 directs 
prevention resources to such groups 
who need these resources the most. 

Finally, not only is this amendment 
unconstitutional, it sets a terrible 
precedent. The premise of this amend-
ment—requiring States to provide ra-
cial groups special attention if mem-
bers of those groups are disproportion-
ately likely to be detained—could be 
used to justify racial profiles. In my 
opinion, racial profiling is also uncon-
stitutional, and I believe a significant 
number of constitutional authorities 
would agree with my analysis on that. 

The Government simply cannot use 
race as a classification or a factor in 
the criminal justice system, because 
our system of justice should be color 
blind. If it is not, then I will work to 
correct that. But I don’t have any evi-
dence that it is not at this particular 
point, other than the visceral feeling of 
some that because more young African 
Americans than whites are convicted 
and sentenced to detention, there must 
be something wrong with the system. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge the 
Senate to oppose this amendment. 

I also understand that in our society 
a lot of young African American kids, 
a lot of young Hispanic kids, a lot of 
young Native Americans—and you can 
just go down almost every minority; 
there are literally dozens of minorities 
in this country—a lot of them don’t 
have the best chance in this life. They 
are born in poverty. They are born into 
situations where there is no father, or 
they have a father who takes off on 
them, or they have a father who won’t 

accept responsibility. They start off 
with a couple of strikes against them. 
I acknowledge that. We have to do 
something about that. But that doesn’t 
mean we have to start racial profiling 
or that we have to start racial classi-
fications to get there, unless we can 
show that there is prejudice, unless we 
can show that there is a reason to have 
this amendment. 

If I might add a final note. I have 
bent over backwards to craft language 
which addresses the concerns raised by 
my colleagues. I think my language is 
constitutional and it has bipartisan 
support. Senator BIDEN supports the 
underlying amendment, and with good 
reason, because it is constitutional. 

Having said all of that, again I will 
reiterate that I respect my colleagues. 
I respect their desire to right wrongs in 
our society. They know that I work on 
that too. I respect their desire to make 
sure that everybody is treated equally 
and in a decent manner. I respect their 
approach to try to end discrimination 
in our society. I join with them in 
those matters. But this particular 
amendment, it seems to me, is uncon-
stitutional, and I certainly hope our 
colleagues will vote against it when I 
move to table it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. 

Mr. President, I want to first of all, 
thank my friend and colleague, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, for offering this 
amendment and say that I welcome the 
opportunity to join with him and urge 
the Senate to accept this amendment, 
and to say that I think it is very basic 
and fundamental to the underlying 
purpose of the legislation, which is to 
try to deal with the challenge of juve-
nile violence in our country today. 

Mr. President, the fact is that we 
should not have to be taking the time 
of the Senate on this amendment, be-
cause I am sure, as Senator WELLSTONE 
has pointed out, that this language 
which we are attempting to place into 
the juvenile justice bill is effectively 
the language that has been there since 
1992. It was placed there as a result of 
extensive hearings that were held by 
Congress and the Senate—during that 
period of time—that showed the dis-
parity of treatment between blacks and 
whites in the juvenile justice system. 
There is a range of different aspects of 
this particular provision. 

I say at the outset that we will in-
clude in the RECORD a very comprehen-
sive review on the constitutionality of 
this issue. It is interesting to hear that 
argument raised at this particular 
time, because the language has been in 
effect since 1992 and not challenged on 
a constitutional basis. It has just been 
mentioned during the course of this 
evening. 

But, Mr. President, we should not 
look at this particular undertaking 
really in the abstraction of just juve-
nile justice. What we have to under-
stand is that we as a country inscribed 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5565 May 19, 1999 
slavery in the Constitution of the 
United States, and we have been trying 
to free ourselves from that admonition 
for some 200 years. We fought a civil 
war over it. 

Over the very recent times, with the 
leadership of Dr. King and many others 
in the late 1950s and 1960s, we began to 
make some very important progress in 
knocking down the walls of discrimina-
tion. But still those elements of big-
otry exist. Why else would we have the 
greatest number of hate crimes against 
blacks in our society? That happens to 
be a fact. We don’t like it. We don’t 
want it. We all deplore it. We are going 
to try to address that with hate crimes 
legislation. It is not going to solve all 
of the problems, but we are going to at 
least try to recognize that this is an 
issue. 

Why is it that even after all the leg-
islation we have passed to try to have 
fair and equitable employment on the 
basis of an individual’s value and what 
they can do in terms of their skills in 
doing a job, why is it that we still find 
those barriers out there to knock out 
blacks and Hispanics and individuals 
whose skin is not white? That happens 
to be the case. We don’t have to make 
that case tonight on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Why, in 1988, did we have to revisit 
the Housing Act that we passed in 1968? 
Because of the continuation of racism 
in housing. 

To listen to the Senator from Utah, 
you would think, maybe we do have 
problems there, but we don’t have any 
problems in juvenile justice. Where are 
the studies? What studies have they 
looked at? That is just absolutely pre-
posterous. That is absolutely prepos-
terous. It exists in each of these areas 
I have mentioned. It exists in the 
criminal justice system. It exists be-
tween individuals who are white and 
black, out there tonight on the inter-
state highways, where you have racial 
profiling and where the number of peo-
ple who are pulled over because their 
skin is black is sometimes four, five, 
six, seven times what it is if someone 
else’s skin is white—and done over a 
long period of time. They can’t dem-
onstrate any higher percentage of inci-
dents of violations of the law, not in 
terms of the growth percentage, but 
just in the incidental percentages. You 
can make that case. That is happening 
everywhere. 

We had provisions in the juvenile jus-
tice that say to communities that we 
hope you will be encouraged to try to 
see in the areas of juvenile justice what 
we might be able to do—to try to see if 
we can’t stem some of this problem 
among the young people in our society. 

Why should we always have to wait 
until this problem exists? Why can’t we 
try to see what can be done in the 
early days of young people to see what 
progress might be made? 

This has not been used as a way or 
device to terminate funding for any of 
the States. You can’t say that. You 
can’t demonstrate that. If we had a fair 

time to talk about this and to debate 
it, you would find that States are mak-
ing important progress in many dif-
ferent areas to try to deal with funda-
mental and underlying causes in their 
various communities. That is what we 
want to encourage—quiet, competent, 
effective work that is being done that 
can have an impact in terms of trying 
to make our juvenile justice system 
fair and equitable for all of the young 
people in our society. 

Mr. President, this issue is of such 
importance, to be brought back in the 
time of the evening with the limita-
tions I think really does a disservice to 
the importance of it. But we are where 
we are. 

Let me mention the particular quote 
from the director of our Massachusetts 
Department of Youth Services, Mr. 
Miller, a very thoughtful, distinguished 
leader in terms of understanding the 
problems of juvenile justice. This is 
what Mr. Jerome Miller wrote about 
the cumulative effect of decisions made 
throughout the juvenile justice proc-
ess: 

I learned very early on that when we got 
an African American youth, virtually every-
thing, from arrest summaries to family his-
tory to rap sheets to psychiatric exams to 
waiver hearings as to whether he would be 
tried as an adult, the final sentence was 
skewed. The middle-class white youth sent 
to us was more likely to be dangerous than 
the African American teenager with the 
same label. Usually the white kid had been 
afforded competent legal counsel, appro-
priate psychiatric and psychological testing, 
been tried in a variety of privately funded 
options, and all in all had been dealt with 
more sensitively and individually at every 
level of the juvenile justice process. For him 
to be labeled dangerous, he usually had to 
have done something very serious, indeed. 
By contrast, the African American teenager 
was dealt with by stereotype from the mo-
ment the handcuffs were first put on, to be 
easily and quickly moved along to the most 
dangerous end of the violent/nonviolent spec-
trum, albeit accompanied by an official 
record meant to validate the series of deci-
sions. 

It goes on and on. 
That is the state of the juvenile jus-

tice system in too many constituencies 
across this country. All this language 
does is remind us when we are talking 
about using the word ‘‘justice,’’ we are 
talking about equal justice, equal jus-
tice for blacks and browns in our sys-
tem, equal justice for young people, 
equal justice for all. 

Fundamentally, when we understand 
the problems we have in our society, to 
represent here on the floor of the Sen-
ate that somehow the juvenile justice 
system is an exception to all the kinds 
of challenges that we have in this Na-
tion, fails, I think, the basic reason and 
rationality about what is going on in 
this country. It is not the accepted. 

That is the effect of this, to try and 
not prescribe quotas, not get into the 
numbers game. That has never been 
part of the accusation on this provi-
sion, but just to hope that commu-
nities and States will, hopefully, de-
velop a process and system that will be 

somehow more sensitive to the chal-
lenges we are facing as a country, as a 
community and in our States in juve-
nile justice. 

This amendment cannot solve the 
problem and it won’t even probably 
solve the majority of the problem, but 
perhaps because of it, there will be 
communities and there will be States 
that will have a truer system of justice 
for all the young people of this coun-
try. That is really what we ought to be 
undertaking and what we should be 
about. 

The statistics on the treatment of 
minorities in the criminal justice sys-
tem require an immediate response— 
especially the treatment of juveniles. I 
strongly support this amendment and I 
commend Senator WELLSTONE for his 
leadership. It deals with one of the 
most serious problems in current law— 
the disproportionate confinement of 
minority youths in state juvenile jus-
tice systems. In fact, the underlying 
bill will only make the problem worse, 
because it eliminates all references to 
‘‘minority’’ or ‘‘race’’ and instead re-
fers only to ‘‘segments of the juvenile 
population.’’ 

In 1988, after extensive testimony 
concerning the significant over rep-
resentation of minority youth in state 
juvenile justice systems, Congress 
amended the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act to require 
states to address this issue. In the 1992 
amendments to the Act, dispropor-
tionate confinement became a core re-
quirement, by linking future funding 
to a State’s compliance with address-
ing this basic issue. 

Under current law, states are re-
quired to do three things: (1) identify 
the extent to which disproportionate 
minority confinement exists in their 
states; (2) assess the reason that it ex-
ists; and (3) develop intervention strat-
egies to address the causes. The law 
does not require and has never resulted 
in the release of juveniles. It does not 
require numerical quotas for arrest or 
release of any youth from custody 
based on race. In fact, no state’s fund-
ing has ever been reduced as a result of 
non-compliance with this provision. 

This issue has festered in the juvenile 
justice system for years. To pretend 
otherwise is to ignore the facts. Over 
the past 10 years, documented evidence 
shows that disproportionately occurs 
at all stages of the system: 

African-American youth age 10–17 
constitute only 15% of the U.S. popu-
lation. But they account for 26% of ju-
venile arrests, 32% of the delinquency 
referrals to juvenile court, 41% of juve-
niles detained in delinquency cases, 
46% of juveniles in secure corrections 
facilities, and 52% of juveniles trans-
ferred to adult criminal court after ju-
dicial hearings. 

As these statistics indicate, the over 
representation of minority youth in-
creases as juveniles become more and 
more involved in the criminal justice 
system. The result is that African- 
American youths are twice as likely to 
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be arrested and seven times as likely to 
be placed in a detention facility as 
white youths. 

Black males are 6 times more likely 
to be admitted to state juvenile facili-
ties for crimes against persons than 
white youths—4 times more likely for 
property crimes—and 30 times more 
likely for drug offenses. 

Black youths are also much more 
likely to end up in prison with adult of-
fenders. In 1995, nearly 10,000 juvenile 
cases were transferred to adult crimi-
nal court, and black youths were 50% 
more likely to be transferred than 
white youths. 

A study of the juvenile justice sys-
tem in California found that minority 
youth consistently receive more severe 
punishment than white youth, and are 
more likely to be incarcerated in state 
institutions than white youth for the 
same offenses. 

A 1998 University of Washington 
study confirms the justice within the 
juvenile system Narrative reports pre-
pared by probation officers prior to 
sentencing portrayed black juveniles 
differently from white juveniles. 

Black youth offenders were perceived 
as having character defects—condoning 
criminal behavior. 

White youth offenders were perceived 
as victims of bad circumstances. 

For example, two 17-year-old boys, 
one black and one white, are charged 
with first degree robbery. Neither had 
a criminal history; both used firearms 
and were accompanied by two friends. 
Listen to the probation officers’ eval-
uation of the two boys—keeping in 
mind that 99% of the time, judges fol-
low the recommendation of probation 
officers: 

For the African-American youth, the 
probation officer wrote: 

This appears to be a pre-meditated and 
willful act by Ed. . . . . There is an adult 
quality to this referral. In talking with Ed, 
what was evident was the relaxed and open 
way he discusses his lifestyle. There didn’t 
seem to be any desire to change. There was 
no expression of remorse from the young 
man. There was no moral content to his 
comment. 

For the white youth, the probation 
officer wrote: 

Lou is the victim of a broken home. He is 
trying to be his own man, but . . . is seem-
ingly easily misled and follows other 
delinquents against his better judgment. Lou 
is a tall emaciated little boy who is terrified 
by his present predicament. It appears that 
he is in need of drug/alcohol evaluation and 
treatment. 

In 1993, Allen Iverson—who is the 
NBA’s leading scorer and so far has led 
his team to the second round of the 
playoffs—was a senior in high school in 
Virginia. At the time, he was the top 
rated high school point guard and quar-
terback in the nation. One night, he 
and a group of other friends, all of 
whom were black, went to a local bowl-
ing alley and a racially-motivated 
fight broke out after a white kid di-
rected a racial epithet toward Iverson. 
Although punches and chairs were 
thrown by both blacks and whites dur-

ing the fight, no white kids were ar-
rested or charged with a crime. 
Iverson, however, was convicted of 
‘‘maiming by mob’’ and was sentenced 
to 15 years in prison with 10 years sus-
pended. He was denied bail pending the 
appeal, even though felons convicted of 
more heinous crimes were routinely 
granted bail. 

It was not until then-Governor Wild-
er granted Iverson partial clemency, 
that he was released from jail. He then 
went on to play basketball for John 
Thompson at Georgetown. He then left 
for the NBA where he became the first- 
round draft pick of the Philadelphia 
76’ers. The only reason why Allen 
Iverson’s case has a happy ending is be-
cause he is a star athlete. Otherwise, 
he would still be in jail like the thou-
sands of other young black men who 
find themselves behind bars in much 
larger numbers than their white peers. 

It is wrong to deny minority youth 
the right to fair treatment by the 
criminal justice system. Yet this legis-
lation says to the African-American 
community, the Hispanic community 
and other minorities that Congress will 
continue to look the other way while 
minority youths are confined at dis-
proportionately high rates by the cur-
rent system. 

What this bill says to minorities is 
that although we recognize that your 
children are more likely to be arrested 
than their white counterparts, we don’t 
care, that although your children are 
being referred to juvenile court and 
adult court, at significantly higher 
rates than white youths, we’re turning 
our backs on you. 

It is essential for this legislation to 
retain fair requirements to deal effec-
tively with this crisis. Current law 
does not require the release of juve-
niles. It does not require incarceration 
quotas. It does not require any other 
specific change of policy or practice. It 
does not take prevention money away 
from white youths and give it to mi-
norities. 

Disproportionate minority confine-
ment is a serious problem requiring an 
ongoing and continuous effort to 
achieve a juvenile justice system which 
treats every youth fairly, regardless of 
race or background. 

Examples of what the states are 
doing to address this challenge are nu-
merous. In Pennsylvania, the State 
Commission on Crime and Delinquency 
provided funds to initiate prevention 
and intervention programs, including: 

A drop-out prevention program; a 
program to help young minority fe-
males learn work and life skills; a pro-
gram to decrease the delinquency rate 
and increase the level of school reten-
tion and success among targeted youth 
through life skills workshops, tutoring 
and homework assistance, physical fit-
ness and sports, community service 
projects, and monthly parent group 
meetings. 

By contrast, the underlying legisla-
tion encourages states to prosecute 
even more juveniles as adults. It allows 

records of juvenile arrests—not nec-
essarily convictions—to be made avail-
able to schools, colleges and vocational 
schools. It requires school districts to 
mandate policies to mandate expulsion 
from school for regular possession of 
drugs, alcohol, or even tobacco. 

The consequences of disproportionate 
minority confinement are harsh and 
unacceptable: 

The Sentencing Project reported that 
1⁄3 of all African-American males age 
20–29 in the United States are under the 
jurisdiction of the criminal justice sys-
tem—either in jail, in prison, on proba-
tion, or on parole. 

The juvenile justice system often 
acts as a feeder system for minority 
youth into the adult criminal justice 
system. 

In most states, the result of an adult 
felony conviction is the loss of voting 
rights. 1 in 7 of the 10 million black 
males of voting age are now either cur-
rently or permanently disenfranchised 
from voting-diluting the political 
power of the African-American commu-
nity. 

A significant impact of arrest or in-
carceration is often the reduction of fu-
ture wage earning and employability. 
One study showed a 25% reduction in 
the number of hours worked over the 
next 8 years. 

The truly tragic consequences of dis-
proportionate minority confinement 
are removal of large numbers of poten-
tial wage earners, a disruption of fam-
ily relationships and a growing sense of 
isolation and alienation from the larg-
er society. These statistics only give us 
a small glimpse of the harsh con-
sequences. They don’t begin to tell the 
story of young black youth being tar-
geted, harassed, intimidated, and treat-
ed differently because of their race. 

The United Methodist Church has 
said that ignoring discrimination in ju-
venile sentencing * * * is ‘careless, cal-
lous, and discriminatory enforcement 
of law.’ ’’ 

Ed Blackmon, Jr., Mississippi State 
House of Representatives, has said the 
‘‘So many of these young people have 
great potential for overcoming their 
troubles, and becoming successful 
young men and women in their commu-
nities. However, with the absence of 
good legal representation, and families 
that are not ‘well-connected’, they find 
themselves locked up, with very little 
hope.’’ 

Kweisi Mfume, President and CEO of 
the NAACP, has said, ‘‘The fact that S. 
254 eases the requirement that states 
address the disproprotionatly high 
numbers of children of color in juvenile 
detention facilities is, in itself, a 
crime.’’ 

Marian Wright Edelman, Founder of 
the Children’s defense fun, has said 
‘‘With troubling reports of police bru-
tality and racial profiling, Congress 
must continue to work with the states 
to ensure that the juvenile justice sys-
tem affords our youth equitable and 
fair treatment, and not repeal the pre-
vious decade’s worth of progress.’’ 
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This past weekend, in her address to 

the National Conference on Public 
Trust and Confidence in the Justice 
System, Supreme Court Justice Sandra 
Day O’Connor emphasized the need for 
racial equality and better legal rep-
resentation, and called for improve-
ments in family and juvenile courts. 
She also cited a 1999 survey entitled 
‘‘How the Public Views the State 
Courts’’. According to that survey, 70% 
of African-American respondents said 
that African-Americans as a group, re-
ceive ‘‘Somewhat Worse’’ or ‘‘Far 
Worse’’ treatment from the courts than 
whites. A substantial number of whites 
agreed with this assessment. 

As Justice O’Connor so aptly stated, 
‘‘Concrete action must be taken’’ to 
erase racial bias. 

At the very least, we cannot offered 
to retreat from the requirements of 
current law that the states must recog-
nize and address this festering problem. 
To do less is unacceptable. I urge the 
Senate to accept our amendment and 
do the right thing on this critical issue 
of racial justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 
speak on our time in opposition to an-
other subject for 10 minutes. 

I rise today to address the issue of 
media and teen violence. I am sure I 
cannot do better than Senators who 
have spent so much time this month on 
this issue. I congratulate Senators 
MCCAIN, HATCH, BROWNBACK, BOND, and 
LIEBERMAN for their efforts. 

However, because last year I had a 
personal, although long-distance en-
counter, with one of the more noto-
rious characters in the media world, I 
thought I might share that event. 
First, I will start with a few observa-
tions of a more general nature. 

First, just four short observations: 
One, clearly a large body of research 

proves that the media target violence 
to teenagers. The movie and television 
rating system is too often unenforced. 
I urge my colleagues to read Sissela 
Bok’s book, ‘‘Mayhem,’’ for a system-
atic look at the selling of carnage and 
rage to our youth by the media push-
ers. 

Second, this issue is not new. Indeed, 
back in 1993 Senate bill 943, the Chil-
dren’s Television Violence Protection 
Act, was introduced in this body. Be-
fore that, we had a wide-ranging debate 
about television and movie violence in 
the 1980s. 

So far, the entertainment industry, 
using the best public relations that 
money can buy, and by hiding their re-
fusal to accept any restriction on their 
poison behind the first amendment of 
the Constitution, have been able to in-
crease the violence and mayhem of 
their products without any account-
ability. 

In 1954, the Senate Judiciary Sub-
committee, chaired by then Senator 
Estes Kefauver, asked whether violence 
in media was destructive. The media 
kings said more research was needed. 
In 1969, the National Commission on 
Violence concluded that years of expo-
sure to violence will cause the vulner-
able among us to engage in violence 
much more readily and more rapidly. 

I should add that CBS executives 
censored the script of CBS reporter, 
Daniel Schorr, when he tried to report 
this finding on television news. 

In 1972, a massive report by Surgeon 
General Jesse Steinfeld concluded that 
a definite and causal relationship ex-
isted between violence viewing and 
acts of aggression. Then, in 1981, data 
further supporting Surgeon General 
Steinfeld’s report was issued. This re-
port was published by the American 
Psychological Association, a group of 
Boston pediatricians. They summarized 
30 years of research on the subject: 
Watching violence causes aggressive 
behavior. That is their conclusion. To 
use the technical finding, there is a 
causal link between exposure of chil-
dren to violent images and subsequent 
violent behavior. 

As Senator BROWNBACK pointed out 
earlier, there is more and more evi-
dence every single year that violence 
on television, in music, in movies, 
damages our children and leads some of 
them to act out of some of their vio-
lence in their daily lives. 

Look at the trend lines. As violence 
has proliferated in the movies and on 
TV, juvenile violence has come right 
along with it and proliferated just as 
the violence in movies and on tele-
vision. 

Recently, at an event at which he 
raised $2 million from Hollywood, even 
President Clinton said, ‘‘As studies 
show, hundreds (of vulnerable children) 
are more liable to commit violence 
themselves as a result of watching vio-
lence on television or in the movies.’’ 

Both the American Medical Associa-
tion and the American Association of 
Pediatrics have warned against expos-
ing our children to violent entertain-
ment. These doctors have to help re-
build the lives of children emotionally, 
sometimes physically maimed by ele-
ments of the entertainment industry. 

Number 4, finally it is clear to me 
that the relevant committees of the 
U.S. Congress must continue to focus 
on this subject because the Congress 
sometimes has a short attention span, 
and the mind polluters know this. We 
have not had a comprehensive, inten-
sive series of investigations. 

But Congress should do this: We have 
subpoena power, which the relevant 
committees have, and should be used to 
compel those who hide to come forth 
and reveal the memos, the research, 
and the marketing tools they use to 
sell death and dismemberment to our 
children. 

Mr. President, I hope that Senators 
will investigate the selling of movies 
that have the PG–13 ratings to those 

that are 7, 8 and 9 years of age as hap-
pened with Jurrasic Park. As Senator 
LIEBERMAN said recently, ‘‘The evi-
dence strongly suggests that Joe Camel 
has sadly not gone away, but has been 
adopted by the entertainment industry 
instead.’’ 

In addition, we hope that committees 
will work on innovative legislation 
along the lines suggested by Senator 
BOND that will simply do one thing, the 
one thing the industry cares about: 
Making it less profitable to make and 
sell death and hate. Only by doing that 
will we force change. We have tried 
moral suasion and it is not working, al-
though it is by far the best solution. 

Let me conclude, Mr. President, with 
a personal interaction with one of the 
more outspoken opponents of change, 
Mr. Edgar Bronfman, chief executive 
officer of Seagrams Limited, which 
owns, among other things, Universal 
Studios and Universal Music Group, 
the world’s largest record label. 

On October 5, 1998, I wrote a letter to 
him. In that letter, I endorsed the plea 
of the National Alliance for the Men-
tally Ill, that Universal Studios, owned 
by Mr. Bronfman, add a statement to 
the studio’s remake of the film ‘‘Psy-
cho.’’ 

As most of my colleagues know, the 
subject of mental illness and efforts to 
help those afflicted, the work to re-
move the stigma of mental illness has 
been one of the issues I have worked on 
for much of my career. 

So when I made my appeal I sug-
gested that the industry merely note 
that in the years since 1960, when Al-
fred Hitchcock first made his movie, 
we have seen major advances in the 
treatment of major mental illnesses. 
We asked the statement also note that 
millions of Americans affected by 
those brain disorders are leading ful-
filled lives because of medical research. 
We wanted to end the stigma attached 
to people who are mentally ill, and 
thus ask for a special favor. 

I ask unanimous consent my letter of 
October 5 to Edgar Bronfman be print-
ed in the RECORD, as well as the Na-
tional Alliance for the Mentally Ill bul-
letin about the movie. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OCTOBER 5, 1998. 
Mr. EDGAR BRONFMAN, 
President and CEO, The Seagram Company 

Ltd., New York, NY. 
DEAR MR. BRONFMAN: As you may know, I 

have a strong interest in improving the 
awareness and treatment of mental illness. 
Improving perceptions and policies toward 
the mentally ill has become an important 
goal for both my wife, Nancy, and me. 

I am aware that your company, as the 
owner of Universal Studios, is sponsoring the 
remake of the film, ‘‘Psycho’’. The National 
Alliance for the Mentally Ill (NAMI), has 
suggested that a message, such as the one 
below, should be displayed at the beginning 
of the film. This message would be an impor-
tant preface to a film that depicts mentally 
ill characters in extremely negative terms. I 
support this initiative to recognize the avail-
ability of treatment and improve awareness. 
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Times have changed since 1960 and I believe 
it is important to recognize that the men-
tally ill have a right to medical attention 
without undue stigma from society. 

The statement might read: 
‘‘Since 1960 when the original film Psycho 

was made, knowledge of the major mental 
illnesses has grown enormously. People who 
suffer from these brain disorders can be 
medically treated and are no more violent 
than the general population when they are 
under treatment. 

‘‘Please view this remake of Psycho keep-
ing in mind that millions of people are af-
fected by these brain disorders. They can 
now lead fulfilled lives and contribute to so-
ciety because of medical research and treat-
ment that has occurred over that past three 
decades. 

‘‘It is vitally important that we erase the 
stigma that surrounds mental illness.’’ 

I appreciate your consideration of this 
matter and appreciate a positive response. 

Sincerely, 
PETE V. DOMENICI, 

U.S. Senator. 

STAND AGAINST UNIVERSAL STUDIO’S REMAKE 
OF THE FILM ‘‘PSYCHO’’ 

Universal Studios is starting this week to 
remake the 1960 film ‘‘Psycho,’’ called a clas-
sic because of its master film maker Alfred 
Hitchcock. 

However, NAMI members and friends 
know—and need to share with the film mak-
ers of 1998—that the myths and misconcep-
tions of this film, and the title itself, simply 
refuel the damaging and pervasive stigma 
that already envelopes the lives of people 
with mental illness. 

NAMI is out to Bust Stigma wherever it 
exists. Each of us must help by letting the 
owner of Universal Studios know that 
stereotyping persons with mental illness in 
‘‘Psycho’’ is as unacceptable and offensive as 
stereotyping race, religion, ethnicity or any 
other physical illness. 

Research shows that persons with mental 
illness do not commit violent acts when they 
are under treatment and taking their pre-
scribed medications. 

Send your letters to: Mr. Edgar Bronfman, 
Jr., President & CEO, The Seagram Company 
Ltd., 375 Park Avenue, New York, NY 10152. 

Flood Mr. Bronfman’s office with your let-
ters! Write yours today and get your friends 
at home to do the same!!! 

BOARD STATEMENT: REMAKING OF THE FILM 
‘‘PSYCHO’’, JULY 1998 

Whereas, NAMI, the Nation’s Voice on 
Mental Illness, works to provide education, 
advocacy, and support for all those affected 
by serious brain disorders, such as schizo-
phrenia, bipolar disorder (manic depression), 
major depression, obsessive compulsive dis-
order, or panic disorder; 

And whereas, the 1990’s, known as the 
‘‘Decade of the Brain,’’ has shown through 
advances in scientific research and varied 
treatment options that mental illnesses are 
no-fault brain disorders that can be effec-
tively diagnosed and treated; 

And whereas, it has been documented that 
individuals with brain disorders who are in 
treatment and responsibly managing their 
illness are no more prone to violence than 
those in the general population; 

And whereas, NAMI, ever working to com-
bat the pervasive stigma surrounding mental 
illness, finds images in the mass media that 
negatively influence the public’s perception 
of serious mental illness, such as those por-
trayed in the 1960 Alfred Hitchcock film 
‘‘Psycho’’, to be unfounded, hurtful, and de-
meaning to NAMI’s 185,000 members; be it 

Resolved, That, although NAMI recognizes 
Alfred Hitchcock as one of the film indus-

try’s most respected, innovative, and influ-
ential craftsmen, preeminent for his work in 
the ‘‘thriller’’ genre and for often focusing 
on the psychological motivations and 
underpinnings of his characters; 

NAMI believes that Alfred Hitchcock’s ac-
knowledged classic ‘‘Psycho’’ was based on 
outdated, stigmatizing notions of family cul-
pability and inherent violent tendencies in 
those with mental illness; 

And therefore NAMI registers its strongest 
objection to a remake of the film ‘‘Psycho’’ 
as planned by Universal Studios wherein in-
dividuals with serious mental illnesses are 
portrayed inaccurately and alluded to dis-
paragingly. 

Mr. DOMENICI. About 3 weeks after 
I sent my letter, on October 29 I re-
ceived a response, not from Mr. 
Bronfman, but from one of his lawyers. 
I ask unanimous consent this letter of 
October 29, 1998, be printed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNIVERSAL, 
Universal City, CA, October 29, 1998. 

Hon. PETE DOMENICI, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOMENICI: Edgar Bronfman, 
Jr. forwarded to me your October 5, 1998 let-
ter regarding the film ‘‘Psycho.’’ He asked 
that we carefully consider the issues that 
you raised. 

As you know, ‘‘Psycho’’ is a remake of Al-
fred Hitchcock’s 1960 film—a work that is 
widely regarded as a ‘‘classic.’’ the cultural, 
historic and aesthetic significance of the 
film was recognized by the Librarian of Con-
gress when he selected it for inclusion in the 
National Film Registry. 

The film that Universal Pictures will be re-
leasing later this year is as true to the origi-
nal as any ‘‘remake’’ in the history of our in-
dustry. While it is updated for today’s audi-
ence in that it is filmed in color and uses 
modern special effects, it follows the original 
dialogue and images almost scene-by-scene. 

Universal’s Motion Picture Group has 
given the issues that you raised a good deal 
of thought. We believe it is significant that 
the film does not trivialize the issues that 
you raised or in any way ridicule or belittle 
those who suffer from mental illnesses. Im-
portantly, the marketing campaign for the 
film tracks the storyline and does not at-
tempt to undermine the important progress 
that society has made toward better under-
standing mental illness. 

The art of storytelling, by its very nature, 
can involve subject matter that some may 
find disturbing or uncomfortable. We believe 
that preambles such as the one you suggest 
cannot, as a practical matter, be used to ad-
dress the concerns that may present them-
selves to some members of the audience. 

My colleagues and I at the studio would be 
glad to meet with representatives from the 
mental health community. We believe that 
such a meeting would help us better under-
stand the issues that you raise and heighten 
our awareness of the progress that has oc-
curred in the field. Because we might find 
ourselves working on films that address 
mental health issues in the future, we would 
welcome the opportunity to enhance our sen-
sitivity to and understanding of the subject 
matter. We have found similar meetings with 
other outside groups to be worthwhile and 
productive in the past. 

Respectfully yours, 
KAREN RANDALL, 

Senior Vice President & General Counsel. 

Mr. DOMENICI. To put it in polite 
terms, the lawyer suggested that 

maybe those of us concerned about 
mental illness could meet with Uni-
versal Studio lawyers to talk things 
through, sort of a therapy session for 
those too sensitive to the world. But 
the lawyer was clear, Universal Studios 
was not going to add any language that 
the Alliance for the Mentally Ill had 
asked of them and suggested. After all, 
the movie is a classic, they said, and 
critics have said so. In short, the mes-
sage was, you are being a little sen-
sitive, but do not disturb the creative 
genius that is at work here. 

Then I read in recent weeks more ac-
counts of the distinguished Edgar 
Bronfman. It seems he was one of the 
entertainment kings who refused to at-
tend the White House Conference on 
Teen Violence and the Media. He also 
refused to participate in hearings into 
teen violence and marketing of vio-
lence to teens that Senator BROWNBACK 
held on May 4 of this year. But this 
time the gentleman found time to pon-
tificate about those who tried to show 
leadership and the relationship be-
tween the music and television shows 
and movies he produces and the vio-
lence affecting our teenagers. He said: 

It is unfortunate that the American people 
get finger pointing and chest pounding from 
government officials. 

And having delivered himself of such 
nonsense, Mr. Bronfman departed to 
Florida to dedicate a theme park. 

I decided to learn more about him. It 
turns out he inherited a business from 
his family—nothing wrong with that. 
He decided to branch into the media. 
He now heads Universal Studios, which 
recently gave us the classic, ‘‘The 
Mummy.’’ He should be proud. It turns 
out that one of his musicians is 
Marilyn Manson, winner of the MTV 
award for the new best artist of the 
year. Manson is the author of such 
classics as ‘‘Irresponsible Hate An-
them,’’ which contains the line, ‘‘Let’s 
just kill everyone and let your God 
sort them out.’’ And then using the ‘‘f’’ 
word. 

This was just one song on the 
Bronfman-produced album, ‘‘Anti- 
Christ Superstar.’’ I think he should be 
proud of what he produces. 

I say that obviously not meaning it. 
Even when thoughtful members of 

the entertainment industry, like Rob 
Reiner and Joel Schumacher call for 
real, honest review of the guts, gore, 
and godlessness Hollywood turns out, 
the distinguished Bronfman disagrees. 
He says that attacking Hollywood for 
its culture of degradation is oppor-
tunism. He seems to have a very simi-
lar view to that expressed by another 
Hollywood executive who said the first 
amendment ‘‘keeps the Government 
out of our industry and lets us be what 
we want.’’ 

This is more than facile cynicism. It 
is more than merely mercenary spirit. 
This is the cry of those who have 
thrown aside all notions of good and 
evil and who merely want the rest of us 
to let them be. They want to sell what-
ever they can to whoever they can en-
tice and want the rest of us to let them 
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be. After all, who are we? Parents? 
Grandparents? Public officials? Amer-
ican citizens? Who are we to criticize 
them? 

These people should look at their 
deeds and be proud—really proud. 

Let me conclude by asking simply 
this question: What in the world would 
our Founding Fathers make of an in-
terpretation of this great document 
called the Constitution that claims 
that the glorification of rape, dis-
memberment, violent death is un-
equivocally and absolutely protected 
by freedom of speech? 

The result is we are seeing kids imi-
tating art, taking their guns to school, 
joining gangs, and committing acts of 
violence. I suspect the Founding Fa-
thers would simply have said: Is this 
the pathetic pass you people have come 
to? Shame on you. And we would not 
have made them proud. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time on the amendment? The 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator HATCH and the man-
agers of this bill, I would like to make 
a few remarks at this time on the time 
of Senator HATCH. 

Senator DOMENICI, I thank you very 
much for your willingness to become 
engaged in this issue, to confront some 
of these problems. I, like you, do not 
believe the airways and all this coun-
try are necessarily free for every use 
piped into our homes, for our children, 
when people are not ready to deal with 
it. 

I wonder if you remember the time 
when the Pope came to Hollywood, 10 
or 12 years ago, and met with movie 
moguls—at least a decade ago I sup-
pose. I have a vivid recollection of 
members coming out of that meeting. 
He had all the Hollywood titans and 
moguls there. He talked to them about 
the need for them to improve the en-
tertainment they were putting out. He 
urged them to do better. 

The Hollywood titans came out and 
they were interviewed on the tele-
vision. They said: He made some very 
good points. We have to consider that. 
We have to do better. 

I remember Charlton Heston came 
out at the very end and they said: Mr. 
Heston, do you think anything is going 
to change? 

He looked right in the camera and 
said: They wouldn’t change if the Lord 
himself spoke to them. They are after 
ratings and the almighty dollar. 

If we do not have power under the 
first amendment to constrain some of 
this, I think it is quite appropriate 
that they be taken to task and they be 
urged, in the name of decency and hu-
manity, to clean up their act. If you 
have to make money, do you have to 
make it at this low a level? 

I wonder if the Senator has a com-
ment on that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do. I talked to the 
Senate a little bit lately about char-
acter education. I am putting a state-
ment in the record regarding Character 

Counts, an education program which 
utilizes six pillars of character. One of 
them is responsibility and another is 
trustworthiness. We are all excited 
about this program and hoping our 
children will learn responsibility and 
trustworthiness—meaning don’t tell 
lies, be responsible for the agreements 
you make, to the covenants you have, 
to the institutions you support. 

Isn’t it interesting, everybody says 
we ought to be promoting this because 
our children need it. Actually, I do not 
know how to stop what I have de-
scribed about Hollywood tonight. I do 
not know how we can do it in law. But 
sometime or another, somebody has to 
be responsible. Somebody has to step 
up to the bar in the movie industry and 
say we ought to challenge those who 
work in the industry, who produce 
these products that are going out to 
our children and to our people, and see 
if we can’t turn it in another direction. 
Do we have to pick the easiest prey, 
our children, and produce the easiest 
film that will make money? You know 
they all make money if you load them 
with this kind of violence and degrada-
tion. Can’t the movie industry work on 
something better? I think that is the 
challenge. 

I do not have an answer, but maybe a 
group will be formed and among them 
they will grow up. Maybe some board 
of directors of some corporation with a 
mother or a grandmother on the board 
may for once ask: What are we putting 
on television? Can we look at the pro-
grams that we are spending our cor-
porate dollars on and see? 

Wouldn’t that be something, if every 
chief executive, instead of listening 
only to his advertising man, had a 
board that wanted to see what they 
were buying. Not only by way of adver-
tisements, but also programs they 
bought? That might be a nice idea, if 
people started doing that, you might 
hear some mothers and some grand-
mothers and some parents speaking 
out. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I think the Senator 
is correct. We do have authority as 
Senators to speak out. 

The President spoke out in a radio 
address just a few days ago, according 
to the Washington Post. He broadcast a 
radio address bluntly challenging the 
purveyors of violent movies and video 
games to accept a share of the respon-
sibilities for the tragedies, such as the 
Columbine High School massacre, 
based on the evidence that some people 
become desensitized and are more 
prone to emulate what they see on the 
screen. 

However, reading this very same arti-
cle, when he went out, within hours of 
that radio address, and met personally 
with the titans of Hollywood, he deliv-
ered that message ‘‘with all the force 
of a down pillow.’’ 

The Washington Times said he as-
sured the filmmakers that they were 
not bad people, as they showered him 
with $2 million. He assured them they 
had no personal responsibility for the 

Columbine High School massacre in 
Littleton, CO. Instead of blaming Hol-
lywood for making violent films, he 
said the real blame lies with theaters 
and video stores that show them and 
sell them to minors. 

The President told the audience of 
stars and studio moguls that they 
should not blame the gun manufactur-
ers either, but he blamed the Repub-
lican Members of Congress who will not 
enact his gun control laws. The Presi-
dent gingerly suggested at the Satur-
day night fundraiser in Beverly Hills 
that sustained exposure to ‘‘indiscrimi-
nate environments can push children 
into destructive behavior,’’ but he 
added quickly, the producers, directors, 
and actors who ponied up $2,500 per 
couple are not at fault. ‘‘That doesn’t 
make anybody who makes any movie 
or any video game or television pro-
gram a bad person or personally re-
sponsible with one show with a disas-
trous outcome. There is no call for fin-
ger pointing here.’’ He later went on to 
note we were going to work it out as 
family. 

We need to send a clearer message 
than that. Perhaps his radio message 
was a better message. It is unfortunate 
that when he met with them face to 
face, he toned it down an awful lot, ap-
parently. I suggest, if the Senator will 
comment, which one does he think 
those media moguls are going to be-
lieve was his real view, the one he said 
on the radio or the one he said to them 
personally? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me first respond 
by saying what I forgot to say when 
the Senator from Alabama first stood 
up. I should have congratulated him for 
the excellent job he has done on this 
bill. He has been on the floor when I 
have handled lengthy budget bills and 
a lot of amendments. He was there to 
encourage me. I think we worked nice-
ly together. He learned some things 
during the budget resolution. 

What a marvelous job the Senator 
has done under very tough cir-
cumstances. I commend him for that. 

Frankly, it seems to me we need 
every bit of leadership we can get to 
assess this issue and be realistic about 
it. From the President on down, lead-
ers have to tell the truth. Those people 
who are involved in the business of pro-
ducing movies and films which our 
young people view, which we know are 
more apt to cause them to use guns, 
are more apt to cause them to do vio-
lent things, they need to acknowledge 
the truth. 

For those in the entertainment in-
dustry to say there is no proof that 
movies cause violence, what kind of 
proof do you need? There are multiple 
studies that say there is a relationship. 

Does the Senator remember when he 
was growing up that people would say, 
‘‘Well, if you read a good book, it is 
going to be good for you’’? Doesn’t it 
follow that if you read something that 
is not good, you are apt to learn that 
also? Whoever defines good or bad, that 
is up to them. But it is just obvious 
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1 The racial classification would remain, however, 
even if recipients were required to reduce the ‘‘over-
representation’’ of nonminority groups, too. 

2 The remedial justification is apparently the basis 
for subsection (23). See U.S. Dep’t of Justice Office 
of Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention, 
Juvenvile Justice Bulletin (Sept. 1998), at 1. See also 28 
C.F.R. sec. 31.303(j) (1998). 

Justice Powell thought that ‘‘diversity’’ in higher 
education presented a compelling interest, but no 
other justice joined his opinion in Regents of the Uni-
versity of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S. 265 (1978), and 
in any event Justice Powell’s explanation of the im-
portance of diversity was peculiar to the university 
context and has no application to prisons. An argu-
ment that, to ensure public confidence in our crimi-
nal justice system, the inmate population must 
‘‘look like America,’’ is similar to the argument 
that Justice Powell rejected immediately in Bakke, 
438 U.S. at 307 (subpart IV–A). Furthermore, the in-
mate population has never reflected society gen-
erally insofar as it is younger, more male, and poor-
er. 

While preventing crime may be a compelling in-
terest, preventing crime by members of particular 
races is not, and so the use of racial classifications 
serves no compelling anticrime interest—or, alter-
natively, the use of race is not narrowly tailored to 
that interest. 

that one cannot see all of this violence 
and not be adversely affected by it. 

Just starting with that and saying 
let’s all acknowledge that, what do we 
do about it? There may be a lot of dif-
ferent things. Certainly I do not have 
the prescription, and I did not say I 
did. But I think we ought to begin by 
saying that we should not get this into 
the minds and hearts and senses of our 
young people. We ought to find a way 
to avoid it. We ought to find a way to 
give them better things to view, better 
things to hear. 

It seems to me the country would be 
so relieved if some of those leaders in 
that industry were to step forth and 
say: We just formed a group that is 
going to try to do that. We don’t know 
how successful it will be. 

They might be shocked. It might be 
very successful. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will 

briefly make some comments con-
cerning the Wellstone-Kennedy amend-
ment and share some thoughts on this 
situation with which we are wrestling. 

Right across the street on the marble 
of the U.S. Supreme Court are the 
words ‘‘Equal Justice Under Law.’’ 
That is a cornerstone of American 
thought. It is a cornerstone of our be-
lief of who we are as a people. It is crit-
ical that we maintain that in our juve-
nile and adult court systems, and that 
in all aspects of our American court 
system we recognize that people who 
come before the court must be treated 
equally, regardless of their station, re-
gardless of their race, regardless of 
their sex, and regardless of their reli-
gion. That is so basic to who we are as 
a people. 

We have not always been perfect in 
that. In fact, we have made a number 
of errors over the years. Less than an 
hour ago, I met in my office with Dr. 
Glenda Curry, who is the president of 
Troy State University in Montgomery. 
She is completing work on the Rosa 
Parks Museum. Rosa Parks was a vic-
tim of an unfair system, and when 
asked to move to the back of the bus in 
Montgomery, AL, in the 1950s, she said 
no. She refused to move, and she chal-
lenged an unjust law and was able to 
overturn that. 

To say we have never had problems 
or we do not have problems in the fair-
ness of law is not accurate. This Nation 
has made tremendous progress. We are 
moving well to eliminating those kinds 
of things. They are just not showing 
that. 

I will tell our concerns which are so 
troubling. Under the previous legisla-
tion, that Senators WELLSTONE and 
KENNEDY proposed to use again in this 
bill, the law required, before a State 
can receive money, they have to sub-
mit a plan and their plan shall ‘‘ad-
dress efforts to reduce’’—reduce—‘‘the 
proportion of juveniles detained or con-
fined in secure detention facilities, se-
cure correctional facilities, jails, and 
lockups who are members of minority 
groups if such proportion exceeds the 

proportion such groups represent in the 
general population.’’ It says the num-
bers have to be reduced based on race. 

We need to strive to make sure that 
nobody is incarcerated who is not 
guilty of a crime, but we ought not be 
passing a law requiring the reduction 
of the proportion of juveniles confined 
if it simply does not meet a perfect nu-
merical percentage. 

I believe, as a result of my study of 
the Supreme Court decision in Adarand 
as well as other cases, that this is un-
constitutional, and it is certainly bad 
policy. 

Under the leadership of Senator 
HATCH, who is a scholar on these issues 
and who has held hearings on what to 
do about quotas and affirmative action, 
the Judiciary Committee developed 
and passed this legislation with this 
language, and we changed it slightly. 
This plan, which the States have to 
submit to be eligible for funding shall, 
‘‘to the extent that segments of the ju-
venile population are shown to be de-
tained or confined in secure detention 
facilities, secure correctional facilities, 
jails and lockups, to a greater extent 
than the proportion of these groups in 
the general juvenile population, ad-
dress prevention efforts designed to re-
duce such disproportionate confine-
ment, without requiring the release or 
the failure to detain any such indi-
vidual.’’ 

In other words, this focuses on the 
problem more directly. It says that 
when you have $1 billion of prevention 
money in this juvenile justice bill, that 
prevention money needs to be directed 
to try to prevent crime. But it also 
suggests that that prevention effort 
ought to be directed to those kids if 
they are in a minority population that 
exceeds the number in the general pop-
ulation in the juvenile court system. 

So I think this is a reasonable and 
constitutional provision. I think it is a 
right step. I simply and reluctantly 
must say I have to oppose this amend-
ment. I just do not believe it can be 
justified under what I understand to be 
a legitimate constitutional law. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. I am prepared to yield 

back the remainder of our time if the 
other side is. But let me just put an ar-
ticle in the RECORD. It is by the Center 
for Equal Opportunity entitled ‘‘Un-
constitutionality of 42 U.S.C Sec. 
5633(a)(23).’’ It is written by Roger 
Clegg. I think it makes an awful lot of 
sense. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Center for Equal Opportunity, 
May 5, 1999] 

UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF 42 U.S.C. SEC. 
5633(a)(23) 

(Roger Clegg*) 
42 U.S.C. sec 5633(a)(23) requires states that 

wish to participate in the Formula Grants 

Program of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency 
and Prevention Act to submit a plan that 
shall, inter alia, ‘‘address efforts to reduce 
the proportion of juveniles detained or con-
fined * * * who are members of minority 
groups if such proportion exceeds the propor-
tion such groups represent in the general 
population.’’ 

In our view, this provision is not only mis-
guided as a matter of policy but also uncon-
stitutional. 

The Supreme Court has made clear that 
any use of a racial classification by any gov-
ernment is presumed to be unconstitutional. 
It declared in Personnel Administrator of Mas-
sachusetts v. Fenney, 442 U.S. 256, 272 (1979): 
‘‘A racial classification, regardless of its pur-
ported motivation, is presumptively invalid 
and can be upheld only upon an extraor-
dinary justification.’’ More recently, the 
Court held that the Constitution ‘‘requires 
strict scrutiny of all race-based action.’’ 
Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pena, 515 U.S. 
200, 222 (1995); see also City of Richmond v. J.A. 
Croson Co., 488 U.S. 469 (1989). 

It cannot be seriously argued that sub-
section (23) does not use racial classifica-
tions and does not encourage funding recipi-
ents to do so. Juveniles must be classified 
according to race in order for subsection (23 
to be followed, and different government ac-
tions are contemplated depending on those 
classifications. Further, one set of con-
sequences obtains if minority groups are 
‘‘overrpresented’’ and another set of con-
sequences if nonminorities are ‘‘overrepre-
sented.’’1 

In determining whether a racial classifica-
tion exists, it is always useful to put the 
shoe on the other foot. Suppose a state an-
nounced that it would intervene to bring 
down the number of white people who were 
detained or confined whenever that number 
was greater than ten percent of the minority 
detention and confinement rate. There would 
be no serious argument that the state was 
not using a racial classification. 

Accordingly, the only remaining legal 
issue is whether subsection (23)’s racial clas-
sification passed ‘‘strict scrutiny.’’ This re-
quires that it be justified by a ‘‘compelling’’ 
interest and that it be ‘‘narrowly tailored’’ 
to that interest. 

Strick scrutiny cannot be passed. The only 
compelling interest the Supreme Court has 
recognized in recent years is the remediation 
of past discrimination, and it is difficult to 
conceive of any other compelling interest 
here.2 But remedial justification is clearly 
implausible for subsection (23). 

In the first place, the subjects of the racial 
classification here are juveniles, which 
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3 A recipient may also be tempted to avoid sub-
section (23), or show that it is making progress 
under it, by treating minority and nonminority of-
fenders differently—either releasing more minority 
offenders than would normally be the case, or de-
tained and confining more nonminorities. Thus, sub-
section (23) may actually encourage discrimination 
in the criminal justice system in situations where it 
was not occurring. 

means that they were born in 1982 or later. 
Thus, they were not alive during the days of 
slavery or Jim Crow, let alone sufferers dur-
ing them. Moreover, there is no evidence 
that all prospective funding recipients have 
a current or even recent history of racial dis-
crimination, and there is no requirement 
under subsection (23) that only recipients 
with such a history are required to use racial 
classifications. The Supreme Court has made 
clear that a particularized showing of past 
discrimination in the specific context being 
remedied is necessary. See Croson, 488 U.S. at 
498–506 (subpart III–B); see also Bakke, 438 
U.S. at 307–10 (subpart IV–B) (opinion of Pow-
ell, J.). We note that one study of recent 
data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
found that, for cases filed in state courts in 
the seventy-five largest counties in May 1992, 
blacks were actually more likely than whites 
to be acquitted in jury trials for most felony 
crimes. Robert Lerner, ‘‘Acquittal Rates by 
Race for State Felonies,’’ in Race and the 
Criminal Justice System (Center for Equal Op-
portunity 1996).3 

It is also noteworthy that the federal gov-
ernment is not administering subsection (23) 
in a way that requires that the racial classi-
fication being used be aimed at ending dis-
crimination in the criminal justice system. 
To the contrary—if the September 1998 Juve-
nile Justice Bulletin (‘‘Disproportionate Mi-
nority Confinement: 1997 Update’’), published 
by the U.S. Justice Department’s Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, which administers subsection (23), is 
any indication—most subsection (23) pro-
grams are not aimed at the criminal justice 
system at all, but are instead aimed at pre-
venting antisocial behavior in juveniles from 
ever occurring in the first place. See also 28 
C.F.R. sec. 31.303(j)(3) (1998) (Justice Depart-
ment regulations require intervention irre-
spective of cause of disproportion). 

This preemptive approach makes a great 
deal of sense—and it underscores why the 
race-based approach of subsection (23) itself 
does not. The criminal justice system is not 
to blame for the disproportionate number of 
offenders from some minority groups, and 
the problem of juvenile crime is not limited 
to any one racial or ethnic group, even if 
some groups may be disproportionately rep-
resented among juvenile offenders. Urging 
that funding recipients view the problem of 
juvenile crime through a racial lens is ex-
actly the wrong thing to do. Programs for at- 
risk youth should not be limited to minori-
ties, as if only blacks and Hispanics commit 
crimes and as if it is not equally tragic when 
a white youth becomes a criminal. 

Indeed, it sets a very dangerous precedent 
to argue that the government may target ra-
cial and ethnic groups for special attention if 
members of those groups are disproportion-
ately likely to run afoul of the law. Such 
precedent could be used to justify, for in-
stance, the use of racial profiling by the po-
lice. We are, therefore, surprised that the 
NACCP is urging its members to support 
subsection (23). See NACCP, Urgent Action 
Alert ‘‘Re: Juvenile Crime Bills’’ (Mar. 31, 
1999). 

*Roger Clegg is vice president and general 
counsel of the Center for Equal Opportunity, 
a Washington, D.C.-based research and edu-
cational organization. Mr. Clegg is a former 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General in the 

Justice Department’s Civil Rights Division 
and teaches employment discrimination law 
as an adjunct professor at George Mason 
University School of Law. He is a graduate 
of Rice University and Yale Law School 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the 
other side is prepared to yield back, I 
am prepared to yield. If not, we will re-
serve the remainder of our time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. There have been 
statements made on the floor of the 
Senate on this question that I want ev-
erybody in the country to know about. 
I want to have a chance to address 
these questions. We certainly will use 
the rest of our time. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank you and especially thank the 
Senator from Minnesota for yielding 
me the time, but especially for his tre-
mendous leadership on this issue, as 
well as Senator KENNEDY. 

This amendment merely preserves 
the status quo with respect to the dis-
proportionate minority confinement 
core requirement of the juvenile jus-
tice deliquency prevention formula 
grants. 

Disproportionate minority confine-
ment is a serious problem in many of 
our States, and has been for quite some 
time. Just as an example, in Pennsyl-
vania, studies in the late 1980s showed 
that while minorities constituted only 
12 percent of the juvenile population, 
they represented 27 percent of juveniles 
arrested and 48 percent of juveniles 
charged in court. In 1995, in Ohio, mi-
norities comprised 14 percent of the 
state’s juvenile population, but 30 per-
cent of those arrested and 43 percent of 
those placed in secure correctional in-
stitutions. 

And currently, nationwide, although 
African Americans constitute only 15 
percent of the U.S. population of juve-
niles, they account for 26 percent of ju-
venile arrests, 46 percent of juveniles in 
secure corrections facilities, and 52 
percent of juveniles transferred to 
adult criminal court after judicial 
hearings. 

A study in California showed that 
minority youths consistently receive 
more severe sentences than white 
youths and are more likely than white 
youths to be committed to State insti-
tutions for the same offenses. And here 
is another disturbing statistic: nation-
wide, African American males are 30 
times—30 times—more likely to be de-
tained in State juvenile facilities for 
drug offenses than white males. In Bal-
timore, African American males are 
roughly 100 times more likely to be ar-
rested for drug offenses than white 
males. 

These statistics are repeated across 
the country. I sincerely hope that this 
is a problem that everyone in this body 
is concerned about. And it is not just 
unfairness or discrimination in the ju-
venile system that should concern us. 

Because juvenile confinement often is 
the first step toward a lifetime of going 
through a revolving door between pris-
on and freedom. Confinement has dev-
astating effects on families as well, and 
provides tragic role models for even 
younger children. 

We ought to be doing what we can to 
address these disparities. The DMC 
core requirement is not a panacea, but 
it has been working well in directing 
attention and resources at this prob-
lem. It does not and I repeat, it does 
not—require quotas in detention facili-
ties or direct the release of any juve-
nile from custody. It simply requires 
States to develop plans to address the 
problem. 

Since 1992, our States have been re-
quired to address DMC in their State 
plans. Some 40 states have completed 
the assessment phase and are imple-
menting plans to try to address what-
ever problems they have identified. 
They are working on creative ap-
proaches, programs of education and 
vocational training, tutoring, dropout 
prevention, truancy intervention, and 
other efforts to keep at risk children in 
school. And States have been devel-
oping alternatives to incarceration for 
nonserious, nonviolent offenses. All of 
these things, developed at the state 
and local level, are positive efforts to 
address a serious social problem. We 
should be encouraging them, not un-
dermining them by eliminating this 
core requirement, as the bill would do. 

Mr. President, this is well worth the 
effort on this floor. Again, I strongly 
commend Senators WELLSTONE and 
KENNEDY for offering this amendment. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

just before we go forward with this 
time, I understand the Senator from 
California is going to make a request. 
For just a moment, before I get started 
responding, could I ask unanimous con-
sent that this time not be counted 
against any of ours because there may 
be an interruption here for another 
amendment. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Object. Reserving the 
right to object, we have been using 
time. On what subject? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, we would not count this time. I 
am trying to be accommodating to 
Senators over here who may want to 
briefly do an amendment, and then let 
us use our last 10 minutes. I just want 
to see—— 

Mrs. BOXER. Go ahead. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. OK. I guess that 

did not work. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, col-

leagues, 15 percent, ages 10 to 17, of the 
kids in this country are black; 26 per-
cent of all juvenile arrests are black; 32 
percent of delinquency referrals to ju-
venile court are black; 46 percent of ju-
veniles in public long-term institutions 
are black; cases judicially waived to 
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criminal court, for 52 percent they are 
black. 

This is a civil rights issue. I cannot 
believe what I have heard on the floor 
of the Senate tonight. We have been 
told there are more black kids who are 
incarcerated because they commit 
more crimes. We have been told that 
these statistics, whether it be for Afri-
can American or Latino or Native 
American or Southeast Asian, they are 
a reflection of the number of kids who 
commit the crimes and who get the 
justice they deserve. 

We have already recited study after 
study after study that shows for the 
same crime many of these kids get 
stiffer sentences or many of these kids 
wind up incarcerated as opposed to 
other kids. This is all about race. I can-
not believe that I have heard on the 
floor of the Senate an argument that 
race is not the critical consideration. 

When the police are out there in the 
streets, and we get to which kids are 
searched on the streets and which kids 
are not, you don’t think that has any-
thing to do with race? When we get to 
the question of which kids are arrested 
and which kids are not, you don’t think 
that has anything to do with race 
today in America? 

When we get to the question of the 
evaluation of youth by probation offi-
cers, you don’t think that has anything 
to do with race? When we get to the 
question of the decision whether to re-
lease or detain by a judge, based upon 
who has the money and who does not 
have the money to put up a bond, you 
don’t think that has anything to do 
with race, Senators? 

When we get to the question of sen-
tencing, you don’t think that has any-
thing to do with race? You are sleep-
walking through history. You are 
sleepwalking through history. 

This is all about race. This is a civil 
rights issue and this is a civil rights 
vote. Let me just say, when I hear my 
colleague argue that this amendment 
is unconstitutional because it makes a 
racial classification, that claim is out-
rageous. This amendment does not 
treat anybody differently on the basis 
of race, and you know it. It does not 
treat anybody differently. The Su-
preme Court cases cited have nothing 
to do with this question. Adarand was 
about who gets construction contracts. 

You know what this amendment is 
about? This amendment is about pre-
venting the majority party—I hope not 
too many in the majority party—from 
repealing the existing protections that 
we now have in law that have never 
been challenged as being unconstitu-
tional that make sure there is some 
core requirement that calls upon 
States, to do what? To collect the data 
and to study the problem, and to try 
and do something about it. 

You are going to vote against this 
amendment? You go ahead. You go 
ahead and vote against this amend-
ment, if that is what you want to do. 

I think it would be tragic if we didn’t 
have strong support for this amend-

ment. This is all about race. This is a 
civil rights vote. This is why there is 
such strong sentiment on behalf of this 
amendment. This is why every civil 
rights organization has been involved 
in this amendment. This is why so 
many of the children’s organizations, 
like CDF, are involved. We have had 
the core requirement in our legislation. 
It has been there since 1992 or 1993. It 
calls upon States to study the question 
and to try to do better. 

And they are doing better. We are 
making progress. And now you want to 
discard this? You want to toss this 
overboard? 

This is all about race. I cannot be-
lieve that any Senator in this Chamber 
believes that these statistics are a re-
flection of who commits the crimes and 
who deserves to be incarcerated. My 
God, I cannot believe it. I cannot be-
lieve it. 

If you want to turn the clock back on 
some progress we have made, some ra-
cial progress we have made that is so 
important to kids, so important to 
communities of color, and so important 
to the Nation, you will be making a 
tragic mistake. That is why there were 
400 votes for legislation that embodies 
the very language that we have in our 
amendment in the House of Represent-
atives. 

I hope we have bipartisan support for 
this amendment tonight. I reserve the 
remainder of my time, because I want 
to respond to whatever else might be 
said on the floor of the Senate on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. How much time remains 
for each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 19 minutes 25 sec-
onds. The Senator from Minnesota has 
4 minutes 39 seconds. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me say a few words. 
I think everybody in this body wants 

to do whatever they can to end dis-
crimination wherever it is. I haven’t 
heard one shred of information that 
proves there is discrimination here. 
When you prove that, I will be right 
there side by side with you. Nor have I 
heard much of a reason how you get 
around the fact that crimes are com-
mitted, and it is the type of crime and 
the quantities of crime and who is 
doing it that makes a difference in our 
society and why people are locked up. 

I think you have to look at the 
crime. You can’t just get out here and 
say, well, there is disproportion; there-
fore, there has to be something wrong. 
You have to show what is wrong. 

Frankly, I do not think the other 
side has shown what is wrong here. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. Sure. 
Mr. DURBIN. Does the Senator recall 

when General McCaffrey testified be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee 
last year and I asked the general, who 
was in charge of trying to reduce drug 
crime in America, if it were true that 

of those committing drug crimes in 
America, 13 percent are African Amer-
ican, and of those incarcerated for 
committing drug crimes in America, 67 
percent are African American? He said: 
Yes, it is true. I don’t have an answer. 

Now, I say to the chairman of that 
committee, I don’t know if you were 
there during that questioning, but if 
you are looking for an indication of 
why Senator WELLSTONE’s amendment 
is important, that statistic alone 
should give the Senator from Utah 
some pause. I hope he will consider 
that we are not going to release anyone 
who has been charged with a crime but 
merely step back and try to make sure 
the administration of justice is color- 
blind in this country and that it is fair 
and try to eradicate the statistic which 
was quoted and verified by General 
McCaffrey. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me say this again, 
what are the crimes? What is the ex-
tent of the crimes? How serious are 
they? 

The fact that 13 percent of the of-
fenders are African American and 67 
percent of those incarcerated are—I 
don’t see any information here saying 
that higher percentage was 
unjustifiably put in jail. These percent-
ages don’t tell us what the crimes were 
in the individual cases. If these individ-
uals committed a crime, then they go 
to jail. Does that mean there are a lot 
of white people getting off? I don’t see 
any evidence of that, either. 

Do you have evidence that minority 
juveniles are more likely to be de-
tained for the same crime as white ju-
veniles? I don’t think you do. For ex-
ample, is there evidence that African 
Americans who are charged with pos-
session of crack cocaine are given more 
severe sentences than whites for crack 
cocaine? Is there evidence? I don’t 
know of any. 

My point is, I don’t think my col-
leagues on the other side are arguing 
that if people commit heinous crimes 
and they are convicted and sentenced 
to jail that they shouldn’t be. Now, if 
there is some evidence that law en-
forcement is ignoring white people who 
commit these same heinous crimes, 
then I am with you. I don’t know of 
any evidence of that. 

Statistics are statistics are statis-
tics, but when people go to jail, it is 
generally because they have com-
mitted crimes. 

What is your solution? To let them 
out of jail? Crack cocaine distributors? 
Is your argument that white crack 
dealers get away with it because they 
are smarter or they are protected 
somehow or other? I don’t think you 
are making that argument. I can’t 
imagine you would make that argu-
ment. So I don’t know why there is a 
higher percentage, but I do know that 
almost without exception—there cer-
tainly are some instances where the 
law is not applied justly, I am aware of 
that—but almost without exception, 
people who commit these heinous 
crimes go to jail for them. 
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I don’t think you are arguing to let 

them out of jail. But then, again, how 
can you argue, then, that if they are 
committing the crimes and are going 
to jail, that for some reason or other 
there is some reason why they are 
going to jail where others aren’t? I 
don’t see the argument myself. Plus, 
you are adding racial classifications, 
mandated racial classifications in this 
amendment. To me it is not even a 
question of constitutionality. There is 
no question it is unconstitutional. 

With that, I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

Let me retain it for a second and say 
one other thing. One would think, lis-
tening to my friend from Minnesota, 
that our bill does absolutely nothing to 
deal with this problem. You hear this 
very emotional set of arguments as 
though the Hatch-Biden-Sessions bill 
does absolutely nothing about these 
problems. S. 254, in my opinion, has a 
much better provision to solve these 
problems than the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

The bill as written, as before the Sen-
ate, requires that prevention resources 
be directed to ‘‘segments of the juve-
nile population’’ who are dispropor-
tionately detained. Now, such ‘‘seg-
ments of the population’’ could in-
clude, for example, certain socio-
economic groups who are more likely 
to be at risk. S. 254 directs prevention 
resources to such groups who need 
those resources the most. So we try to 
do something about it rather than just 
cite statistics. 

I don’t see how you get around the 
fact that these people are sentenced 
and sent to jail because they have com-
mitted crimes. Just because there are 
statistics that indicate that more than 
a proportionate share of the general 
population is going to jail, I don’t 
know how in the world you get around 
the fact that these crimes are being 
committed by individuals—individuals 
who just happen to be of one race or 
another. But we do try to address it by 
directing prevention resources to such 
groups who need those resources the 
most. I think that is the way to do it. 

I will work with my friends on the 
other side to see that we do things that 
make sure those moneys work. 

A National Research Council study, 
published by the National Academy of 
Sciences no less, found that: 

Few criminologists would argue that the 
current gap between African American and 
white levels of imprisonment is mainly due 
to discrimination of sentencing or in any 
other decisionmaking process in the crimi-
nal justice system. 

If the National Academy of Sciences 
is wrong, show me the evidence. Just 
because this disparity exists, liberals 
throw their hands in the air and say 
there must be something wrong, but 
they can’t prove it, other than to show 
statistics. I hope they will be with me 
in saying that people who are justly 
sentenced for heinous crimes shouldn’t 
be let off just because there is a dis-
proportionate sentencing because more 

crimes are committed by one group 
than another. I don’t see how anybody 
can argue with that point. You know, 
it must be nice to always act like you 
are caring for the little guy, when, in 
fact, you are not willing to do what has 
to be done in order to help resolve 
these problems. 

Now, 55 percent of this bill is for pre-
vention—55 percent of it. I don’t re-
member any crime bill in my time 
here—there may have been one, but I 
can’t remember it—where we put more 
money into prevention than law en-
forcement and accountability. But we 
have done it here, and one reason is to 
try to solve these problems. If there is 
a segment of our population that seems 
to have certain socioeconomic prob-
lems that literally have caused them to 
be disproportionately convicted—I 
don’t even think the word ‘‘dispropor-
tionate’’ is right—but more convicted 
than their racial group’s percentage in 
population group might suggest, we 
want to spend more money on preven-
tion for those people. And that is what 
this bill does. It doesn’t take a lot of 
sense to recognize that is a pretty good 
proposition, and we have it in the bill. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

how much time do I have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 4 minutes 30 seconds. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in 

all due respect to my colleague from 
Utah, I don’t think anybody in the 
civil rights community all across this 
land will be reassured. I will work with 
you on the language. With all due re-
spect, some of these arguments about 
surely you are not for letting blacks 
out of jail —of course not. The Senator 
knows what the amendment says. The 
Senator knows it is not about quotas; 
it is not about letting anybody out of 
jail. The Senator knows this is all 
about calling on States to study the 
problem. The Senator knows that. We 
have had this core protection since 
1993. Why do you think it is the case? 
There has been a history for this. It 
started in 1988. Then we passed this 
amendment in 1993. It is based upon all 
kinds of studies, all kinds of work, 
which has provided the empirical evi-
dence, which should be of no surprise 
to any Senator here, that we have a 
problem in our country of dispropor-
tionate minority confinement. 

We want to try to understand why 
minority kids who represent about 33 
percent of the population represent 
about 66 percent of the kids who are 
locked up. We want to come to terms 
with that. Could it have anything to do 
with their race, in terms of who gets 
swept up in the streets? Could it have 
anything to do with who actually ends 
up getting a good evaluation or not by 
a probation officer? Could it have any-
thing to do with who is released or de-
tained by a judge? Could it have any-
thing to do with who is sentenced and 
for how long a period of time? 

My colleague doesn’t think race has 
anything to do with this. If you don’t 
think race has anything to do with 
this, that we don’t have any problem 
with discrimination in our country, or 
that States right now are collecting 
data and trying to come to terms with 
this problem, which is exactly what 
our amendment says—continue with 
this good work—then you should not 
vote for this amendment. But if you 
think this is an issue that deals with 
race in America, that this is a civil 
rights question, and you think it was a 
good thing that we had this core pro-
tection, this core requirement in our 
juvenile justice legislation and it 
would be a tragic mistake for us to 
take this protection out that just calls 
for States to study the problem and try 
to redress the problem, then you 
should vote for this amendment. 

This is the language of the amend-
ment: 

Address juvenile delinquency prevention 
efforts and system improvement efforts de-
signed to reduce, without establishing or re-
quiring numerical standards or quotas, the 
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system. 

Senators, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, that is what you are vot-
ing on. This is a civil rights vote. The 
more I hear my colleagues speak on the 
floor of the Senate—I think what has 
been said is heartfelt, but it is historic. 
Some Senators don’t think there is an 
issue with discrimination. There are 
some Senators who don’t think there is 
a problem of disproportional sen-
tencing. There are some Senators who 
think we should remove this protec-
tion. There are some Senators who 
want to turn the clock back. But I am 
telling you, this is a central issue for 
the civil rights community in this 
country and for child advocacy groups. 

I certainly hope we will be able to 
pass this amendment. If we don’t pass 
this amendment, this juvenile justice 
legislation will have taken a step back-
ward when it comes to justice. I don’t 
think it will be a piece of legislation 
that will be worth supporting. I don’t 
think Senators should support legisla-
tion that turns the clock back on the 
progress we have made dealing with ra-
cial justice. I don’t think Senators 
should support that, and I think Sen-
ators should support this amendment. 
This is the civil rights question, the 
civil rights issue, and the civil rights 
vote on this bill. My good friend from 
Utah doesn’t want to say that. He 
doesn’t want to face up to that reality, 
but that is what this vote is all about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this is 
not a civil rights vote. This is a vote 
that is an emotional vote. That is, they 
cannot show any reasons why people 
who commit heinous crimes should not 
go to jail. They are saying because 
there is a disproportionate number of 
African Americans—to select one group 
because that is the one they are talk-
ing about—going to jail for crimes they 
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were convicted for, that somehow there 
is something wrong with that. Every-
body in America knows that people are 
sentenced to jail because they have 
committed crimes. I admit that occa-
sionally there are injustices in our 
courts, but they are very rare. When 
they do occur, I will decry them as 
much as my friend from Minnesota. 

This is what you call a bleeding heart 
amendment. They can’t show the facts; 
they don’t have any facts on their side. 
They are using statistics. They are ig-
noring the fact that people are con-
victed of these crimes and need to 
serve time for them, regardless of skin 
color; and they are ignoring the fact 
that we take care of this problem by 
providing a disproportionate amount of 
the prevention funds to help segments 
of the population having difficulties 
because of socioeconomic difficulties. 
That is the way to face it and solve the 
problem. Don’t just complain about the 
problem. What is the solution? Is it 
that these people should not serve 
their time? Should they not be con-
victed when they sell drugs to our 
kids? Everybody knows that it hap-
pens. 

It is nice to talk about civil rights. 
The fact of the matter is that nobody 
is more concerned about civil rights 
than I am. If anyone can show me 
where there is prejudice, if they can 
show me where these people are not 
justly convicted, that is another mat-
ter. I will be right there marching with 
them. But they can’t and they know it. 

Mr. President, I am going to yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, and then I will yield 
back the remainder of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Utah for his 
leadership. He raises a good question 
about statistics and how they can be 
misleading. I had, of course, served as 
attorney general of Alabama, and I 
have a brief here that was submitted 
on statistics involving whites and 
blacks on death row in Alabama. Now, 
52 percent of those on death row in Ala-
bama are white; 46 percent are black. 
But that percentage of the black popu-
lation is substantially higher on death 
row than in the State. But the study 
goes on to show that the percentage of 
homicides committed in Alabama by 
blacks was 71 percent; yet, they rep-
resented only 46 percent of the people 
on death row. 

So I don’t know what any of those 
numbers mean. I am not sure they are 
very beneficial to anybody. But if you 
look at it one way, it looks like it is 
unfair. If you look at it another way, it 
looks like it is not unfair. So the Sen-
ator is correct that we need to have 
proof of individual wrongs instead of 
passing a law that is going to require 
the reduction of people in prison based 
on a statistical study. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 
minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. How much does the 
other side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Zero. 
Mr. HATCH. I yield back the remain-

der of my time, and we can yield to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT NO. 365 
(Purpose: To discourage the promotion of vi-

olence in motion pictures and television 
productions) 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. MCCON-

NELL) proposes an amendment numbered 365. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON PROMOTING VIOLENCE 

ON FEDERAL PROPERTY. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—A Federal department 

or agency that— 
(1) considers a request from an individual 

or entity for the use of any property, facil-
ity, equipment, or personnel of the depart-
ment or agency, or for any other cooperation 
from the department or agency, to film a 
motion picture or television production for 
commercial purposes; and 

(2) makes a determination as to whether 
granting a request described in paragraph (1) 
is consistent with— 

(A) United States policy; 
(B) the mission or interest of the depart-

ment or agency; or 
(C) the public interest; 

shall not grant such a request without con-
sidering whether such motion picture or tel-
evision production glorifies or endorses wan-
ton and gratuitous violence. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to— 

(1) any bona fide newsreel or news tele-
vision production; or 

(2) any public service announcement. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, my 
understanding is I have 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask the Chair to 
notify me when I have 3 minutes left. 

Mr. President, the amendment that 
is now pending would require that 
when granting permits necessary for 
filming a movie or a TV show on Fed-
eral property, or with Federal equip-
ment, the relevant agency’s approval 
criteria now would include a consider-
ation of whether the film glorifies or 
endorses wanton and gratuitous vio-
lence. The message is simple: The Fed-
eral Government will not allow Holly-
wood to promote excessive and wanton 
violence in our house. 

America’s children are exposed to in-
cessant and endless hours of violent 
movies and television productions each 
year. Exposure to this violence desen-
sitizes our children to brutality and 

killing and gives them ‘‘glamorous’’ 
murderous acts to emulate. This expo-
sure is like pouring gasoline on fire. 

Yes, the children who commit ter-
rible acts of violence must have a num-
ber of deep and troubling problems. 
However, the glorified wanton violence 
depicted in movies and on TV is fuel 
that Hollywood is dousing on those 
children and their smoldering internal 
problems. This is not a revelation. In-
deed, a 1996 American Medical Associa-
tion Study concluded that, ‘‘The link 
between media violence and real life vi-
olence has been proven by science time 
and time again.’’ 

Most people know, intuitively, that 
there is a strong link between media 
violence and real life. Why is it that no 
one in Hollywood seems to care? Are 
they the only ones who are oblivious to 
this phenomenon? Why is there no 
shame about the violent junk they are 
making and MARKETING to our kids? 
Why do we hear Hollywood give speech 
after speech after speech on every fad- 
driven cause under the sun, and yet 
rarely ever do we hear them mention 
reforming themselves and refraining 
from marketing violence to our chil-
dren. 

Let’s take a look at some of the 
media violence that our children are 
exposed to. 

First, let’s go to the movies. 
Now, I’m told that Leonardo 

DiCaprio and Keanu Reeves are two of 
the biggest teen idols out there today. 
These photographs are both from re-
cent hit movies—‘‘The Basketball Dia-
ries’’ and ‘‘The Matrix’’. 

Thanks to the occupant of the Chair, 
Senator BROWNBACK, the Republican 
Senators had an opportunity to see 
some of the scenes from ‘‘Basketball 
Diaries’’ recently. That is one of the 
scenes from it here on my left. 

The ‘‘Matrix,’’ featuring Keanu 
Reeves, is here on my right. 

You can see from these photographs 
that Hollywood is taking the biggest 
teen idols and creating these glam-
orous, powerful, violent images to send 
out to our young people. These are role 
models for children. 

As you can see here, in ‘‘Basketball 
Diaries,’’ teen idol DiCaprio is wearing 
a long, black trenchcoat and packing a 
shotgun. In this movie, DiCaprio’s 
character has a fantasy of walking into 
his high school classroom and opening 
fire on his schoolmates and his teacher. 

Thanks to the Senator from Kansas, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, we had an opportunity 
to see this scene from that film. I 
think we would all agree—those of us 
who saw it—it literally turns your 
stomach. 

These violent images became reality 
in the community of Paducah, Ken-
tucky, barely 17 months ago. In a Pa-
ducah high school, the DiCaprio Dream 
was played out in real life. I’d like to 
read for my colleagues an excerpt from 
a Newsweek article about ‘‘Basketball 
Diaries’’ and the senseless tragedy in 
Paducah. 

‘‘The Basketball Diaries’’ may not have 
been 14-year-old Michael Carneal’s favorite 
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movie. But one scene in particular stayed 
with the awkward Paducah, Ky., freshman: a 
young character’s narcotic-tinged dream of 
striding into his school, pulling a shotgun 
from a black leather coat and opening fire. 
The real-life scene in the bloodied halls of 
Heath High School last Monday was a long 
way from Hollywood. Unlike handsome actor 
Leonardo DiCaprio’s dramatic entrance in 
1995’s ‘‘Diaries,’’ skinny, bespectacled Mi-
chael bummed a ride to school that day from 
his 17-year-old sister, Kelly. Instead of cine-
matically kicking down a classroom door, 
Michael quietly followed Kelly into the 
school through the band room, where he told 
a curious teacher that the four guns bound 
together with duct tape and wrapped in an 
old blanket were ‘‘a poster for my science 
project.’’ Loitering in the hall, Michael wait-
ed for a prayer group of 35 students to lift 
their bowed heads and say ‘‘Amen.’’ He then 
took a fifth gun, a semiautomatic .22, from 
his backpack and fired off 12 shots, killing 
three students and wounding five. Before the 
police arrived, Carneal would tell a teacher, 
‘it was like I was in a dream.’ 

Looking back at Paducah, and now 
Littleton—and looking at these Holly-
wood images of teen idols—can leave 
no doubts. Hollywood violence DOES 
influence our children, in the worst 
way. 

Let me tell you about this other hit 
movie—‘‘The Matrix.’’ The image of 
this character is strikingly similar to 
that over here of Mr. DiCaprio. Let me 
read to you how an article in the Wash-
ington Post described watching the 
Matrix. 

The sold-out theatre was filled with young-
er teens, despite the R rating, and at times 
I felt as if I were watching a dramatization 
of the killings that had just occurred in 
Littleton, Colorado. 

In one scene, protagonists played by Keanu 
Reaves and Carrie-Anne Moss arrive at an of-
fice building where their adversaries are 
holed up. Dressed in black leather coats, the 
pair sprays the lobby with automatic weap-
ons fire. The scene is a gorgeously 
choreographed ballet of mass killing, a tri-
umph of Hollywood’s ability to represent 
graphic violence. As bullets riddle a dozen 
twitching bodies, spent shell casings cascade 
downward in slow motion. The victims of 
this orgy of killing are police officers. 

I have heard some in Hollywood say 
that these violent movies are for 
adults—not for our impressionable 
children. Those comments simply are 
not credible. The reality is that Holly-
wood markets many such movies to 
teenagers. For proof, one need only to 
look as far as the hit Teen Movie— 
‘‘Scream.’’ In this movie young, beau-
tiful high school students slay, stab 
and butcher each other and their 
teachers for two non-stop hours. ‘‘The 
movie builds to a finale in which one of 
the killers announces that he and his 
accomplice started off by murdering 
strangers but then realized it was a lot 
more fun to kill their friends.’’ Where 
is the Shame, Hollywood? 

Mr. President, if the sights and 
sounds of Hollywood were not enough 
for you, let me take you to the next 
level: the gutter of the new millen-
nium—violent videogames. This is a di-
mension where our children are not 
limited to be mere watchers. Rather, in 
videogames they are participants—ac-

tive participants. America’s children 
can descend as low as a twisted, de-
mented videogame will take them. 

I think these games have been best- 
described by Retired Lieutenant Colo-
nel David Grossman, a former professor 
of psychology at West Point who now 
teaches a course to green berets on the 
psychology of killing. He calls them 
‘‘Murder Simulators.’’ These are the 
‘‘games″ our children are playing. 

In the videogame ‘‘Postal’’ the goal 
is straightforward: kill as many 
townfolk as possible without being 
killed yourself. The maker of this 
game boasts, ‘‘Chilling realism as vic-
tims actually beg for mercy, scream for 
their lives and bodies pile up on the 
street.’’ That game maker certainly 
has no shame. 

I want to share with you some fas-
cinating excerpts from a recent ‘‘60 
Minutes’’ episode with Retired Lieu-
tenant Colonel David Grossman, the 
former West Point professor I men-
tioned earlier. They discussed the 
‘‘skills’’ these games are teaching our 
children. 

Colonel GROSSMAN. The same basic mecha-
nisms that we use, step by step, to make 
killing a conditioned response in our sol-
diers, are being done in the games that the 
kids go and play. 

Mr. President, let me tell you what 
Colonel Grossman had to say about Pa-
ducah, Kentucky and Michael Carneal. 

Colonel GROSSMAN. Michael Carneal, a 14- 
year-old boy, has never fired a pistol before 
in his life. His total experience was count-
less, thousands and thousands of rounds in 
the video games. When Michael Carneal 
opened fire; he fired eight shots. . . . [H]e got 
eight hits on eight different kids. Five of 
them were head shots. The other three were 
upper torso. Now, the F.B.I. says in the aver-
age engagement, the average officer hits 
with less than one bullet in five. 

Grossman concluded: 
GROSSMAN. Here’s what’s fascinating about 

this crime. . . . He held that gun and he fired 
one shot at every target. Now, that is not 
natural. [A]nybody that’s ever been in com-
bat will tell you that the natural thing is to 
fire at a target until it drops. But the video 
games train you—if you’re very, very, very 
good, what you’ll do is you’ll fire one shot— 
don’t even wait for the target to drop—you 
don’t have time—go to the next, and the 
next. And the video games give bonus effects 
for head shots. 

Mr. President, I understand that the 
Motion Picture Association has been 
lobbying heavily against this amend-
ment. I want to make sure everybody 
understands what this amendment 
really does. It is quite mild. 

The problems evidenced by these 
video games and movies are com-
plicated and complex. We are not going 
to solve them overnight. I do believe it 
is time that Hollywood take more re-
sponsibility. We need to send the mes-
sage to Hollywood: Don’t bombard our 
children with glamorous portrayals of 
gratuitous and wanton violence. 

Under the first amendment, we can-
not and we should not seek to deny the 
right of free speech to anyone. How-
ever, as the Senate, we can encourage 
Hollywood to take responsible steps to 

protect our children. We can make sure 
the Federal Government does not co-
star with Hollywood in any movies 
that glorify or endorse wanton and gra-
tuitous violence. 

The Federal Government already cur-
rently grants permits to Hollywood, al-
lowing them to film on Federal prop-
erty or allowing them to borrow Fed-
eral equipment such as jeeps or weap-
ons to use in these films. Many govern-
ment agencies and departments cur-
rently decide whether or not to cooper-
ate with a film or TV production based 
on the nature and message of the pro-
posed production. 

For example, DOD decides whether to 
grant Federal filming privileges based 
on whether a production ‘‘appear[s] to 
condone or endorse activities . . . [that] 
are contrary to U.S. Government pol-
icy.’’ 

In other words, ‘‘Top Gun’’ is OK, but 
‘‘GI Jane’’ is not. The military rolled 
out the red carpet for ‘‘Top Gun’’ while 
‘‘GI Jane’’ had the door shut in her 
face. 

When deciding whether to cooperate 
with a movie, NASA determines wheth-
er the ‘‘story is reasonably plausible, 
does not advocate or glorify unlawful 
acts, . . . or present as factual history 
things which did not take place.’’ 

The Coast Guard looks at whether, 
among other things, the Coast Guard’s 
cooperation ‘‘is in the public interest.’’ 
Let me quote to you from 14 United 
States Code Section 659, where Con-
gress has mandated in federal statute 
that the Coast Guard cannot provide 
facilities or assistance to film pro-
ducers unless it determines ‘‘that it is 
appropriate, and that it will not inter-
fere with Coast Guard missions.’’ 

The point is the Federal Government 
is already engaged in a clearance proc-
ess when a motion picture seeks to be 
made on Federal property. We are not 
adding requirements that are not al-
ready there, with one exception. In this 
amendment where Federal agencies are 
already engaged in a subjective clear-
ance process, either through statute or 
through policy, we add to it this stand-
ard: Promoting and endorsing or glori-
fying violence. 

Clearly, this is not infringing on the 
movie industry’s first amendment 
rights. They can simply go out and 
make their movies somewhere else. 
What we are saying here, if we are 
going to use our property, Federal 
property, and the agency already has a 
subjective clearance process, gratu-
itous, wanton and gratuitous violence 
needs to be added as a factor. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). Who yields time in opposi-
tion? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as necessary out of 
the time we have available. 

I listened to my good friend from 
Kentucky, and he is my good friend. 
We have been together on more issues 
than we have been apart. 

I note one thing: As I recall, in read-
ing the reviews of the movie ‘‘Matrix’’ 
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it was filmed in Australia, so this 
amendment, I assume, notwithstanding 
the graphic picture with Keanu Reeves, 
would not be covered? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Vermont that particular movie 
was not made on Federal property. I 
am sure my friend from Vermont would 
not be arguing that it ought to have 
been made on Federal property. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am not one who is par-
ticularly interested in violent movies. 
I have been to too many crime scenes, 
too many murder and shooting scenes 
in a prior public life to do it. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I feel 
very strongly that this amendment 
should not pass. 

I wanted to add to what Senator 
LEAHY has said. As far as I know, none 
of the movies or programs he talks 
about, and certainly none of the 
games—because games are made from 
computers—were ever made on Federal 
property as far as I could tell. I think 
that is an important point. 

It is interesting that just today, just 
today, one of the committees here in 
the Senate voted out some new rules 
that would govern the filming on Fed-
eral property. It was voted out of the 
committee. I think it is unfortunate we 
are bringing this up just while we are 
trying to resolve all of these questions. 

I think it is important to read the 
amendment. I have it in front of me, 
and it uses words that are very subjec-
tive, words like ‘‘wanton violence.’’ I 
looked that up in the dictionary be-
cause under this amendment we are 
giving Federal bureaucrats who are not 
trained as critics of film or critics of 
television programming the job of de-
ciding whether there is wanton vio-
lence. 

One of the meanings of ‘‘wanton’’ is 
excessively luxurious. So, somebody 
deciding this could decide to go with 
that definition. Another meaning of 
‘‘wanton’’ is without adequate motive 
or provocation. These words carry dif-
ferent meanings for different people. 
The Senator from Kentucky has his 
definition of gratuitous violence, of 
wanton violence. The dictionary has 
another. Who knows what the bureau-
crat at the FAA will decide violence is, 
when it is up to him to decide whether 
his property could be used, or a bureau-
crat at the Department of the Interior? 

I got a call from a Republican friend 
who said: Senator, I hope you fight 
this. We couldn’t make a western, we 
couldn’t make a war movie. What 
about a movie that talks about a fam-
ily in which there are violent relation-
ships and these all get resolved in the 
movie? Some of the scenes are rough 
and difficult, but there is a purpose. 

I am sure my friend would say that is 
not gratuitous, but that is his opinion. 
It might not be the opinion of the bu-
reaucrat sitting in the agency or de-
partment that he is now charging with 
becoming a film critic. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield on the Senator’s 
time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I don’t have that 
much time. I ask the Senator if she 
thinks the standards that currently 
apply and are used by DOD and man-
dated by statute for the Coast Guard, 
which are very subjective, should be re-
pealed? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am addressing the 
Senator’s amendment and the Sen-
ator’s amendment says any depart-
ment. It uses the words ‘‘wanton, gra-
tuitous.’’ I think these words are very, 
very subjective. It is the reason I didn’t 
vote for Senator HOLLINGS’ amendment 
when he came to the floor—it was the 
same idea. 

My constituents are concerned this 
amendment would potentially prevent 
war movies, westerns, or stories about 
abusive relationships which find peace 
and harmony in the end from being 
filmed on Federal property. It gives bu-
reaucrats in many Federal agencies the 
authority to decide what violence is. 

I didn’t run here for this job to be an 
art critic. That is why when we criti-
cize the art world, I think we have to 
be very careful, because we are not art 
critics. Most Members are pretty good 
at what we do, but we are not art crit-
ics; neither is a bureaucrat over at In-
terior or FAA or any of the other de-
partments that will now deal with this. 

I say, as a parent and a grandparent, 
I do not want to give this kind of 
power, this kind of job to an elected, 
let alone an unelected, person sitting 
at some Federal agency. I think it is 
pretty incredible. I do not know where 
we go from here, I say to the good Sen-
ator. 

Why not, if you want to take this to 
the ultimate extreme, then say private 
property cannot be used, private prop-
erty cannot be used for this purpose, 
and tell the people of America how 
they should use their private property? 
Where do you stop? This is a slippery 
slope. 

We all know that every one of us has 
to look inside ourselves and do some-
thing about this problem of violence. 
Whether you are a parent or a grand-
parent or a Senator, whether you are in 
the movie business, in the TV business, 
whether you are in the video game 
business, we all have an obligation—or 
whether you are a firearms manufac-
turer. The bottom line is we all have to 
do more. 

But to then say that bureaucrats in 
the Federal Government are going to 
make these subjective decisions? I 
want the people at FAA to fly the 
planes. I want the people at the De-
partment of the Interior to take care of 
the parks. I want the people at the De-
partment of Transportation to regulate 
transportation. I do not want to give 
them this job of deciding for the people 
of America what the definition of 
‘‘wanton’’ is; or ‘‘gratuitous,’’ for that 
matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask for 1 additional 
minute, and then I will conclude. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I was involved in this 
debate once over at the Committee on 
Commerce. I will never forget this ex-
perience, I say to my friend. Word 
came over from a Congressman—be-
cause he wanted the Government to do 
a rating system, he wanted to give the 
job to the Government—one Congress-
man thought ‘‘Schindler’s List’’ was 
obscene. Others thought ‘‘Schindler’s 
List’’ was one of the best movies ever 
made and it would be important for our 
children to learn about the Holocaust. 

Why do I say this? Because it shows 
how subjective it is. I do not want Fed-
eral Government employees who are 
not trained as critics to become movie 
critics and TV critics. 

I thank my colleague for yielding me 
this additional time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from 
Vermont have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LEAHY. Wait a minute, Mr. 
President. I yielded the Senator a total 
of 6 minutes, the Senator from Cali-
fornia, out of 15 minutes. How do I 
have 6 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator used 2 minutes before yielding to 
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. LEAHY. I see. Fast clock. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 

amendment prohibits any Federal 
agency, such as the Marines, Army, 
Navy, or Air Force, from granting per-
mission to use Federal property or re-
sources or cooperating if the motion 
picture or TV show to be produced 
‘‘glorifies or endorses wanton and gra-
tuitous violence.’’ If any portion of the 
movie uses any Federal property, the 
entire movie is subject to Federal scru-
tiny 

Federal agencies, other than the 
military, would be given these new cen-
sorship powers, too. The Department of 
Agriculture could determine if it is on 
forest lands or rights of way of the In-
terior Department and otherwise. 
Could they have kept ‘‘North By North-
west’’ with Cary Grant off because the 
visitors center scene at Mount Rush-
more was in it? What about ‘‘Fargo’’? 
What about the Presidio military base 
in San Francisco that was used as a 
setting for the Sean Connery movie, 
‘‘The Presidio’’? This amendment is 
flawed. What glorifies violence is in the 
eye of the beholder. 

Even movies, like legislation, have 
last-minute changes. Would you have 
to have a Department of Agriculture 
bureaucrat sitting there all the way 
through? Many scenes in the movie 
‘‘Top Gun’’ would have had to be care-
fully monitored during production to 
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ensure they did not glorify violence. 
The naval base that was used was 
Miramar in California. 

The fight in ‘‘An Officer and a Gen-
tleman’’ also might be considered ex-
cessive by some. What about the gratu-
itous punch by Jimmy Stewart in ‘‘Mr. 
Smith Goes to Washington’’? ‘‘The 
Treasure of the Sierra Madre,’’ uses the 
vast national forest lands in its film-
ing, even though most of it was filmed 
in Mexico. Could part of it be knocked 
out? 

There are only exceptions for news 
and public service announcements, but 
any movie that is a historical depiction 
of a war would be subject to agency bu-
reaucrats deciding whether violence 
was gratuitous or glorifies violence. 
Sponsors may say: Let them go some-
where else and do their filming, let 
them go to private property or park-
lands or military bases. I think that is 
a shortsighted response. Some may 
want to use that property to be authen-
tic. 

I am concerned how this is going to 
work. Do we turn over our scripts? If 
you are a movie producer or maker, do 
you turn over the script to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Department of 
the Interior, Department of Defense 
first and decide whether it is safe? We 
may not like all that we see from Hol-
lywood. But I have no confidence in the 
decisions the agency censors make. I 
am perfectly capable of censoring what 
I see. I was perfectly capable, when my 
children were young, to censor what 
they saw. But I do not want an official, 
however well intentioned, in the De-
partment of Agriculture or the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Department of 
the Interior, to determine what I see. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HATCH. I want to thank the Sen-

ator from Kentucky for his amend-
ment. I just want to be clear on one 
matter, however. It is my under-
standing that lands under the BLM, 
Park Service, and Forest Service are in 
no way covered or affected by the 
amendment because they do not con-
sider subjective criteria when deter-
mining whether to cooperate or grant 
permits to a film or TV production. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. This is correct. 
Mr. HATCH. How much time remains 

on both sides? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 2 minutes 56 seconds in opposi-
tion to the amendment and 1 minute 47 
seconds on the proponents. 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent 
to make that 3 minutes on the side of 
Senator MCCONNELL and an equivalent 
amount of extra time on the side of the 
minority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEAHY. I didn’t hear the re-
quest. 

Mr. HATCH. I made a unanimous 
consent request to give Senator 
MCCONNELL 3 minutes, which would 

give him another minute and a half, 
and give you an equal amount of time 
on your side. 

Mr. LEAHY. You are asking for an 
extra minute and a half—— 

Mr. HATCH. For Senator MCCON-
NELL. 

Mr. LEAHY. And an extra minute 
and a half for this side? 

Mr. HATCH. For you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to respond that the observa-
tions made by the other side have 
nothing to do with the amendment, 
nothing whatsoever to do with the 
amendment. 

Any movie company is free to go 
make a movie anywhere it wants to in 
the country and say anything it wants 
to and be as depraved as it wants to be 
without interference from Government. 
This amendment is only related to the 
use of Federal property. 

In many federal agencies and depart-
ments there are subjective standards 
being used now to approve or deny co-
operation with film production compa-
nies. The thing the Senator from 
Vermont and the Senator from Cali-
fornia are complaining about is already 
occurring. The Department of Defense 
has very subjective standards it applies 
to movies now. For example, it did not 
allow ‘‘GI Jane’’ to be made on Federal 
property or with DOD assistance. It did 
not keep the movie from being made, 
but the Defense Department did not 
like it; it had a very subjective stand-
ard. They said go make your movie 
somewhere else. They liked ‘‘Top 
Gun.’’ They allowed it to be made. 
There is a very subjective standard 
that applies now. 

DOD considers whether a production 
‘‘appears to condone or endorse activi-
ties that are contrary to U.S. Govern-
ment policy.’’ That is clearly very sub-
jective. Factors in NASA’s policy in-
clude whether the story is reasonably 
plausible, does not advocate or glorify 
unlawful acts or present as factual his-
tory things which did not take place— 
that is fairly subjective. 

At the Coast Guard, under statute, 
the Coast Guard does not provide fa-
cilities or assistance to film producers 
unless the Guard determines it is ‘‘ap-
propriate’’—very subjective—and that 
it will not interfere with Coast Guard 
missions. 

Mr. President, a movie company now 
does not have the inalienable right or 
constitutional right to come onto Fed-
eral property and do anything it wants 
to. All we are saying, to Federal agen-
cies that have either a policy or a stat-
ute giving them the authority to clear 
these movies for content—and we’ve 
seen that some have them now—that 
they simply add to the list of subjec-
tive evaluations they already make a 
consideration of wanton and gratuitous 
violence. Surely our colleagues who 
have spoken on the other side of this 
are not arguing we ought to repeal the 
current standards because they are 

very subjective. Maybe they do not 
want any standard at all to apply with 
respect to the use of Federal property. 

With regard to the parks system, 
they do not currently have subjective 
criteria and standard, so this would not 
apply to them. They are clearly outside 
of this. 

This is a very narrowly crafted mes-
sage to Hollywood not to produce this 
kind of gratuitous and wanton violence 
on Federal property with federal co-
operation. It certainly does not take 
away anybody’s constitutional right to 
go out and act in as awful a manner as 
they want to and put it on film. They 
just wouldn’t be able to do it on Fed-
eral property. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we are 

well aware of what the military does. 
The military will permit use—in fact, 
some suggest even will help under-
write, indirectly, the costs of a film if 
it makes the military look good. 

The military has been known in the 
past to withdraw support, even classic 
films, if they suggest the military may 
have made a mistake anywhere—Viet-
nam or anywhere else. We have seen 
that kind of censorship. 

I understand they are using military 
areas. I do not necessarily agree with 
it. I think they have been very sen-
sitive with that, but then the military 
is used to censorship. They do it with 
the news. They did it during the gulf 
war. They did it during Vietnam. I sus-
pect they are doing it now. 

What I am concerned about, though, 
is when you talk about the vast forest 
land and somebody one day in the De-
partment of Agriculture, who works 
on, I don’t know, dairy price supports, 
and the next day is going to be the per-
son to censor what goes in that movie, 
whether that forest can be the back-
ground or, if it is out west where the 
Department of the Interior controls so 
much land—I can think of movies, 
shoot ’em ups, with Ronald Reagan gal-
loping by the sites in areas controlled 
by the Department of the Interior. It 
might have been declined because 
somebody did not like him. Maybe 
somebody who normally does fishing 
permits in the Department of the Inte-
rior will determine what movies will be 
made or what they like or do not like. 

We open ourselves to a strange area. 
Those who are opposed to wanton vio-
lence should do as I do—don’t go to 
those movies. Nothing votes better 
than your checkbook. If you do not 
want your children to go to them, do 
not let your children go to them. Stop 
the checkbook. That is the way to do 
it. 

Do not put our Department of Agri-
culture and Department of the Interior 
and others into censorship. Do not let 
them make some of the mistakes the 
Department of Defense has made in the 
past in refusing permission for some-
thing because they are afraid it will 
show a general or a colonel or admiral 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5578 May 19, 1999 
making a mistake, because we all know 
they never do. I can see them deciding 
it might be gratuitous violence to 
show—oh, I don’t know—maybe when 
their bombs go astray and hit the Chi-
nese Embassy. We know they never 
make a mistake like that, but they 
may say this is gratuitous violence, so 
they are not going to allow any help in 
making such a movie. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty- 

four seconds. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 

interesting, in Hollywood lobbying ef-
forts, they always scream censorship. 
This amendment has nothing to do 
with censorship. It has to do with the 
use of Federal property and federal as-
sistance, which is a privilege, not a 
right. 

The Federal Government, through 
various departments and agencies, al-
ready has very subjective standards. 
We are simply adding to those kinds of 
standards one more factor—wanton and 
gratuitous violence. No movie company 
in America has a right to use any and 
all Federal property and to get federal 
assistance anyway. We are just adding 
one more criterion. 

This is a very reasonable amend-
ment. I hope it will be approved by my 
colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 17 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I can 
think of some ads I see on local TV at 
night that are not violent but I find of 
a personal nature offensive, some of 
which are filled with backgrounds of 
Government land. Should we start tak-
ing those out? 

The fact is, we have a lot of Govern-
ment sites. Do we stop a movie, for ex-
ample, that is filmed with somebody 
driving down Pennsylvania Avenue be-
cause the Department of the Interior, 
the Justice Department, and other 
Government buildings are seen in the 
background? Do we make sure there is 
never any depiction of the Capitol? One 
of the most violent things was ‘‘Inde-
pendence Day’’ when a model of the 
Capitol was blown up. There may have 
been exterior shots actually made of 
the Capitol prior to that time. Does 
that go out? 

I suggest these because we are get-
ting into a terribly subjective area, and 
we are asking people who are trained 
to do very good things for our Govern-
ment, whether it is fishing permits, 
lands permits, or agricultural sub-
sidies—they are not trained, nor should 
they be, in this Nation especially to be 
censors. 

I know the time of the Senator from 
Kentucky has expired. I yield back all 
my remaining time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
California is recognized for 10 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 319 
(Purpose: To reduce both juvenile crime and 

the risk that youth will become victims of 
crime and to improve academic and social 
outcomes for students by providing produc-
tive activities during after school hours) 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 319. It is at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 319. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
TITLE . AFTER SCHOOL EDUCATION 

AND ANTI-CRIME ACT. 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘After School 
Education and Anti-Crime Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to improve aca-
demic and social outcomes for students and 
reduce both juvenile crime and the risk that 
youth will become victims of crime by pro-
viding productive activities during after 
school hours. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Today’s youth face far greater social 

risks than did their parents and grand-
parents. 

(2) Students spend more of their waking 
hours alone, without supervision, compan-
ionship, or activity, than the students spend 
in school. 

(3) Law enforcement statistics show that 
youth who are ages 12 through 17 are most at 
risk of committing violent acts and being 
victims of violent acts between 3 p.m. and 6 
p.m. 

(4) The consequences of academic failure 
are more dire in 1999 than ever before. 

(5) After school programs have been shown 
in many States to help address social prob-
lems facing our Nation’s youth, such as 
drugs, alcohol, tobacco, and gang involve-
ment. 

(6) Many of our Nation’s governors endorse 
increasing the number of after school pro-
grams through a Federal/State partnership. 

(7) Over 450 of the Nation’s leading police 
chiefs, sheriffs, and prosecutors, along with 
presidents of the Fraternal Order of Police 
and the International Union of Police Asso-
ciations, which together represent 360,000 po-
lice officers, have called upon public officials 
to provide after school programs that offer 
recreation, academic support, and commu-
nity service experience, for school-age chil-
dren and teens in the United States. 

(8) One of the most important investments 
that we can make in our children is to en-
sure that they have safe and positive learn-
ing environments in the after school hours. 
SEC. 4. GOALS. 

The goals of this Act are as follows: 
(1) To increase the academic success of stu-

dents. 

(2) To promote safe and productive envi-
ronments for students in the after school 
hours. 

(3) To provide alternatives to drug, alco-
hol, tobacco, and gang activity. 

(4) To reduce juvenile crime and the risk 
that youth will become victims of crime dur-
ing after school hours. 
SEC. 5. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION. 

Section 10903 of the 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8243) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting 

‘‘TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR 
SCHOOLS’’ after ‘‘SECRETARY’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘rural and inner-city pub-
lic’’ and all that follows through ‘‘or to’’ and 
inserting ‘‘local educational agencies for the 
support of public elementary schools or sec-
ondary schools, including middle schools, 
that serve communities with substantial 
needs for expanded learning opportunities for 
children and youth in the communities, to 
enable the schools to establish or’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘a rural or inner-city com-
munity’’ and inserting ‘‘the communities’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘States, among’’ and in-

serting ‘‘States and among’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘United States,’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘a State’’ and inserting 
‘‘United States’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘3’’ and 
inserting ‘‘5’’. 
SEC. 6. APPLICATIONS. 

Section 10904 of the 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8244) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘an el-

ementary or secondary school or consor-
tium’’ and inserting ‘‘a local educational 
agency’’; and 

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking 
‘‘Each such’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—Each such’’; and 
(3) in subsection (b) (as so redesignated)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or con-

sortium’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; and 
(C) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘, in-

cluding programs under the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 9858 et seq.)’’ after ‘‘maximized’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘stu-
dents, parents, teachers, school administra-
tors, local government, including law en-
forcement organizations such as Police Ath-
letic and Activity Leagues,’’ after ‘‘agen-
cies,’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘or 
consortium’’; and 

(iv) in subparagraph (E)— 
(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘or consortium’’; and 
(II) in clause (ii), by striking the period 

and inserting a semicolon; and 
(E) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) information demonstrating that the 

local educational agency will— 
‘‘(A) provide not less than 35 percent of the 

annual cost of the activities assisted under 
the project from sources other than funds 
provided under this part, which contribution 
may be provided in cash or in kind, fairly 
evaluated; and 

‘‘(B) provide not more than 25 percent of 
the annual cost of the activities assisted 
under the project from funds provided by the 
Secretary under other Federal programs that 
permit the use of those other funds for ac-
tivities assisted under the project; and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5579 May 19, 1999 
‘‘(5) an assurance that the local edu-

cational agency, in each year of the project, 
will maintain the agency’s fiscal effort, from 
non-Federal sources, from the preceding fis-
cal year for the activities the local edu-
cational agency provides with funds provided 
under this part.’’. 
SEC. 7. USES OF FUNDS. 

Section 10905 of the 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8245) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking the matter preceding para-
graph (1) and inserting: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Grants awarded under 
this part may be used to establish or expand 
community learning centers. The centers 
may provide 1 or more of the following ac-
tivities:’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)(11) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)), by inserting ‘‘, and job skills 
preparation’’ after ‘‘placement’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(14) After school programs, that— 
‘‘(A) shall include at least 2 of the fol-

lowing— 
‘‘(i) mentoring programs; 
‘‘(ii) academic assistance; 
‘‘(iii) recreational activities; or 
‘‘(iv) technology training; and 
‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) drug, alcohol, and gang prevention ac-

tivities; 
‘‘(ii) health and nutrition counseling; and 
‘‘(iii) job skills preparation activities. 
‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—Not less than 2⁄3 of the 

amount appropriated under section 10907 for 
each fiscal year shall be used for after school 
programs, as described in paragraph (14). 
Such programs may also include activities 
described in paragraphs (1) through (13) that 
offer expanded opportunities for children or 
youth.’’. 
SEC. 8. ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 10905 of the 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8245) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATION.—In carrying out the 
activities described in subsection (a), a local 
educational agency or school shall, to the 
greatest extent practicable— 

‘‘(1) request volunteers from business and 
academic communities, and law enforcement 
organizations, such as Police Athletic and 
Activity Leagues, to serve as mentors or to 
assist in other ways; 

‘‘(2) ensure that youth in the local commu-
nity participate in designing the after school 
activities; 

‘‘(3) develop creative methods of con-
ducting outreach to youth in the commu-
nity; 

‘‘(4) request donations of computer equip-
ment and other materials and equipment; 
and 

‘‘(5) work with State and local park and 
recreation agencies so that activities carried 
out by the agencies prior to the date of en-
actment of this subsection are not dupli-
cated by activities assisted under this part. 
SEC. 9. COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTER DE-

FINED. 
Section 10906 of the 21st Century Commu-

nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8246) is 
amended in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding law enforcement organizations such 
as the Police Athletic and Activity League’’ 
after ‘‘governmental agencies’’. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 10907 of the 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers Act (20 U.S.C. 8247) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$20,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1995’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘$600,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004, to carry out this part.’’. 
SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, take effect on October 1, 1999. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, my amendment calls 

for an expansion of afterschool pro-
grams. The purpose of the juvenile jus-
tice bill is to cut down on crime, and 
the debate has been, how do we do 
that? 

There are many ways of cutting down 
on juvenile crime. Certainly one is the 
gun control amendments which we 
have been debating and which have re-
ceived a lot of attention. Another is 
tough enforcement, tougher penalties. 
We have been doing that. And another 
is prevention. I believe this bill is short 
on prevention. There is not anything in 
this bill that specifically talks about 
afterschool programs. 

I share with my colleagues a chart, 
which is basically from the FBI, which 
shows when juvenile crime is com-
mitted. One does not need a degree in 
chart reading to see what is happening. 
At 3 o’clock the crime rate goes up, 
and it does not go down until the par-
ents start coming home from work. We 
know it is very important in that pe-
riod of time to look at ways to keep 
our kids out of trouble. One proven 
way is afterschool programs. 

Right now, we do have afterschool 
programs funded by the Federal Gov-
ernment, but we are falling short. Out 
of the 2,000 school districts that applied 
for afterschool Federal assistance, only 
287 applications were awarded grants 
because of the lack of funds. 

President Clinton understood this. In 
his budget, he asked us to authorize 
$600 million. That is what my amend-
ment does. It authorizes $600 million. It 
allows us to accommodate 1.1 million 
children, many of whom are waiting on 
line to get into afterschool programs. 
These are mentoring programs, aca-
demic assistance, recreational activi-
ties, drug-alcohol prevention programs, 
et cetera. 

The American people understand the 
importance of afterschool programs. I 
want my colleagues to see this. Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG said 89 percent of the 
people supported closing the gun show 
loophole. Mr. President, 92 percent of 
the people favor afterschool programs. 
We have a chance to do what the Amer-
ican people want us to do. 

Law enforcement supports our after-
school program, as do over 450 police 
chiefs, sheriffs, and prosecutors. It is 
important to look at this list because 
they are from all over the country. 

Let’s see what the Police Activities 
League says about afterschool pro-
grams. In a letter of endorsement, they 
write: 

Afterschool youth development programs, 
like those proposed in your amendment, 
have been shown to cut juvenile crime imme-
diately, sometimes by 40 to 75 percent. 

I need to say this again. Law enforce-
ment is telling us that afterschool pro-
grams cut violent crime by children 
down by 40 to 75 percent. Name one 
other thing we have in this bill that 
can have such a dramatic impact im-
mediately on our children. 

I saw an interesting letter to the edi-
tor in today’s Los Angeles Times. It is 

from the Republican mayor of that 
city, Richard Riordan. He says: 

Studies have shown that LA’s best— 

Which is their afterschool program— 
students enjoy school more, show improve-
ment in their grades and feel safe. The kids 
do better at school. They do better in all the 
various schools across this Nation, because 
they have afterschool. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 
four seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. HATCH. Let me just say a few 
words. 

I must object to the amendment of 
the Senator from California. I appre-
ciate the necessity of afterschool pro-
grams. I am aware that the 21st Cen-
tury Learning Centers program sup-
ports several efforts in my home State 
of Utah. 

The Senator’s amendment, however, 
increases the program’s authorization 
from $20 million annually to $600 mil-
lion annually. That adds up to $3 bil-
lion over 5 years. The entire underlying 
bill, which we have been working on for 
2 years, only authorizes a little over $1 
billion in spending a year—our whole 
bill. 

Again, I express my concerns with at-
tempting to solve a problem by simply 
throwing more money at it. This 
amendment attempts to throw $3 bil-
lion at a problem our underlying bill 
will solve because it is effectively writ-
ten and we know what to do with the 
money. Our underlying bill will solve 
many of the problems this amendment 
by the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia addresses, without spending 
such an inordinate amount or settled 
amount on a single program. 

Finally, the Labor Committee is un-
dertaking reauthorization of the ESEA 
this year. Let that committee do its 
job in a thoughtful and reasonable way. 
That would be the place for the distin-
guished Senator to make her case when 
that comes up, both in the Labor Com-
mittee and on the floor. 

I yield such time as he may need to 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Labor Committee. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment. I 
agree very strongly with Senator 
BOXER’s goal of increasing the avail-
ability of positive, engaging activities 
for school-aged children and youth dur-
ing the nonschool hours. This is a very 
important issue that cannot, and 
should not, be decided within the con-
text of a floor amendment on the juve-
nile justice legislation. 

Even without this year’s Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act reau-
thorization, I would have reservations 
about this amendment. But we do have 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act reauthorization in progress, 
and that is the time when this amend-
ment, or something similar to it, ought 
to be considered. 
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As the author of the original 21st 

Century Community Learning Centers 
Act, I have an enormous interest in 
any changes to this legislation, much 
less changes as dramatic as those pro-
posed in this amendment. 

When Congressman Steve Gunderson 
and I drafted the 21st Century Learning 
Centers legislation, our purpose was to 
promote the broader use of school fa-
cilities, equipment, and resources. Our 
largest investment in education is for 
buildings and equipment, and in most 
communities these resources are closed 
more than they are open. 

By encouraging schools to share 
their facilities, equipment, and other 
resources to meet the broader needs of 
the community, these centers can ex-
pand educational and social service op-
portunities for everyone in the commu-
nity. 

Until 2 years ago, the Clinton admin-
istration failed to support the 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers, 
even to the point of repeatedly request-
ing that funds for the program appro-
priated by Congress be rescinded. 

Then, last year, the administration, 
through the competitive grants proc-
ess, substantially changed the focus 
and indeed, the very nature, of the 21st 
Century Community Learning Centers 
program. Overnight, this initiative to 
expand the use of existing facilities be-
came an afterschool program, almost 
to the exclusion of the multi-purpose 
community centers which were envi-
sioned when I wrote the legislation. 

This dramatic change in direction for 
the 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers program raises questions 
which must be answered before we can 
consider such a huge expansion of the 
program. We will be doing that during 
the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, which is 
now being considered in the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions. We need to address questions 
such as: Can the legislation still serve 
the purposes for which it was origi-
nally intended, with the current, over-
whelming focus on providing after-
school programs? If it is to be an after-
school program, are there changes 
needed in the legislation to make it 
more effective? 

If this program is to serve primarily 
as an afterschool program, where do 
community organizations such as the 
Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCAs, fit in? 
Public schools currently provide less 
than one-third of the afterschool care, 
with other community groups pro-
viding most of the care. 

The current grant program clearly 
demonstrates that schools are, by and 
large, failing to coordinate their after-
school services with those of other care 
providers in the community. And the 
Boxer amendment does nothing but 
perpetuate that situation. The amend-
ment by Senator BOXER proposes 
changes that will eviscerate the act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
in opposition to the amendment has ex-
pired. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Thank you, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
1992 Carnegie Corporation report, ‘‘A 
Matter of Time,’’ called for a major na-
tional investment in after-school pro-
grams for youth. It said, ‘‘Risk can be 
transformed into opportunity for our 
youth by turning their non-school 
hours into the time of their lives.’’ 

But, we have not done enough to give 
children the kind of opportunities they 
need after school. Just ask children if 
this is true. 

Amy, age 14, said ‘‘Sometimes there 
are so many things you can’t do. I 
can’t have company or leave the house. 
If I talk on the phone, I can’t let any-
one know I’m here alone. But I really 
think they’ve figured it out, you 
know.’’ 

Cindy, age 16, said, ‘‘We need some-
one to listen to us—really take it in. I 
don’t have anybody to talk to, so when 
I have a problem inside, I just have to 
deal with it myself. I wish there would 
be more adults that ask questions be-
cause that shows that they care and 
want to know more.’’ 

Each day, 5 million children, many as 
young as 8 or 9 years old, are left home 
alone after school. Children unsuper-
vised are more likely to be involved in 
anti-social activities and destructive 
patterns of behavior. 

We also know that juvenile delin-
quent crime peaks in the hours be-
tween 3 p.m. and 8 p.m. A recent study 
of gang crimes by juvenviles in Orange 
County, California, shows that 60 per-
cent of all juvenile gang crimes occur 
on school days and peak immediately 
after school dismissal. 

We need to do all we can to encour-
age communities to develop activities 
that will engage children and keep 
them off the streets, away from drugs, 
and out of trouble. 

Crime survivors, law enforcement 
representatives, and prosecutors have 
joined together in calling for a sub-
stantial federal investment in after- 
school activities. Over 450 of the na-
tion’s leading police chiefs, sheriffs, 
prosecutors, and leaders of local fra-
ternal orders of police, which represent 
over 360,000 police officers, have called 
upon public officials to provide more 
after-school programs for school-age 
children. 

Clearly, financial assistance is need-
ed for such activities in states across 
the country. Too often, parents cannot 
afford the thousands of dollars a year 
required to pay for after-school care, if 
it exists at all. In Massachusetts, 4,000 
eligible children are on waiting lists 
for after-school care, and tens of thou-
sands more have parents who have 
given up on getting help. Nationwide, 
half a million eligible children are on 
waiting lists for federal child care sub-
sidies. The need for increased opportu-
nities is obvious and this amendment 
helps to meet it. 

Senator BOXER’s plan will triple the 
funds for the 21st Century Community 
Learning Center initative so that more 

than 1 million children each year will 
have access to safe and constructive 
after-school activities. It also strength-
ens the current program by including 
mentoring, academic assistance, and 
anti-drug, anti-alcohol, and anti-gang 
activities as allowable uses of the 
funds. 

Additional federal support is essen-
tial for communities across the coun-
try. This year, the initiative was fund-
ed at $200 million. Over 2,000 applicants 
from across the country submitted pro-
posals to the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation for that assistance—but only 184 
new grants could be funded. We must 
do more to meet the high demand for 
after-school programs across the coun-
try. 

Communities are working hard to 
provide these after-school activities for 
children—but they can’t do it alone. 
They want Uncle Sam to be a strong 
partner in the effort. 

Boston’s 2:00-to-6:00 After-School Ini-
tiative was created in 1998 to expand 
and enhance quality after-school pro-
grams across the city. It has already 
succeeded in increasing the number of 
school-based after-school programs by 
nearly 50 percent. A total of 43 pro-
grams now serve over 2,000 students. 
This year, Mayor Menino has pledged 
to open 20 more school-based programs. 
Boston and communities like it 
throughout the country deserve more 
assistance in meeting these needs. 

Federal support under the 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers pro-
gram is helping to meet these needs. 
Last year, Boston received $305,000 to 
help the Lewis Middle School and the 
Tobin Community Middle School in 
Roxbury, and the Martin Luther King 
Jr. Middle School in Dorchester to cre-
ate after-school programs for children. 

Springfield received $315,000 to ex-
pand their ‘‘Time Out for Commu-
nities’’ initiative that is helping the 
Springfield Public Schools to provide 
after-school programs to 15,000 stu-
dents, in conjunction with the Spring-
field Libraries and Museums, the 
YMCA, Springfield College, and other 
organizations in the community. 

Worcester received $3.6 million over 3 
years to support ten community cen-
ters that will serve 4,000 students and 
5,000 community members. The Worces-
ter after-school program, called the 
‘‘Community Learning Centers for 
Worcester’s Children of Promise,’’ will 
provide a wide range of services, in-
cluding academic support to help stu-
dents meet state academic standards; 
drug and violence prevention programs; 
information on family health; day care 
for school-age children; tutoring and 
mentoring; access to technology for 
students and their families; summer 
activities; and adult education. 

But much more needs to be done in 
Massachusetts and across the country, 
if we are going to keep children safe 
and help them succeed in school. 

We know that after-school programs 
work. In Waco, Texas, students partici-
pating in the Lighted Schools program 
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have demonstrated improvement in 
school attendance and decreases in ju-
venile delinquent behavior over the 
course of the school year. Juvenile 
crimes have dropped citywide by ap-
proximately 10 percent since the pro-
gram began. 

The Baltimore City Police Depart-
ment saw a 44 percent drop in the risk 
of children becoming victims of crime 
after opening an after-school program 
in a high-crime area. A study of the 
Goodnow Police Athletic League center 
in Northeast Baltimore found that ju-
venile arrests dropped by 10 percent, 
the number of armed robberies dropped 
from 14 to 7, assaults with handguns 
were eliminated, and other assaults de-
creased from 32 to 20 from 1995 to 1998. 

In addition to improved youth behav-
ior and safety, quality after-school pro-
grams also lead to better academic 
achievement by students. At the Beech 
Street School in Manchester, New 
Hampshire, the after-school program 
has improved reading and math scores 
of students. In reading, the percentage 
of students scoring at or above the 
basic level increased from 4 percent in 
1994 to one-third in 1997. In math, the 
percentage of students scoring at the 
basic level increased from 29 percent to 
60 percent. In addition, Manchester 
saved an estimated $73,000 over three 
years because students participating in 
the after-school program avoided being 
retained in grade or being placed in 
special education. 

One student in the Manchester pro-
gram said, ‘‘I used to hate math. It was 
stupid. But when we started using ge-
ometry and trigonometry to measure 
the trees and collect our data, I got 
pretty excited. Now I’m trying harder 
in school.’’ 

In Georgia, over 70 percent of stu-
dents, parents, and teachers agreed 
that children received helpful tutoring 
through The 3:00 Project, a statewide 
network of after-school programs. Over 
60 percent of students, parents, and 
teachers agreed that children com-
pleted more of their homework and the 
homework was better prepared because 
of their participation in the program. 

One 7th-grade student from Georgia 
said, ‘‘I just used to hang out after- 
school before coming to The 3:00 
Project. Now I have something to do 
and my school work has improved!’’ 

In 1996, over half of the students who 
attended Chicago’s summer program 
raised their test scores enough to pro-
ceed in high school. 

As Mayor Daley of Chicago said, ‘‘In-
stead of locking youth up, we need to 
unlock their potential. We need to 
bring them back to their community 
and provide the guidance and support 
they need.’’ 

We should do all we can to improve 
and expand after-school opportuni-
ties—the nation’s children deserve no 
less. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be given an 
additional minute to the 44 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friends. 
Frankly, I am kind of surprised to 

see my friends on the Republican side 
disagree so strongly with law enforce-
ment in this country. There is a reason 
we put this on the juvenile justice bill. 
It is because we know that kids get 
into trouble after school. You do not 
need a degree in criminology, psy-
chology, or any other ‘‘ology’’ to un-
derstand that is what is happening. 

When I held crime meetings, town 
meetings, all throughout the State of 
California, the one thing I can tell you 
the law enforcement people told me— 
and that is why the National Sheriffs 
Association supports our amendment— 
Senator, when we get them, it is too 
late. When we get them, it is too late. 
Prevent the crime first. 

It goes to the next chart. 
Three o’clock, that is when it hap-

pens, folks. They get out of school; 
they have no place to go; they get in 
trouble. I am stunned to see the Sen-
ator from Vermont once again oppos-
ing this. This isn’t a new program; it is 
an expansion of the program that was 
started by President Clinton. And 
guess what, I say to my friend. They 
can only fund a minuscule proportion 
of the applications from the school dis-
tricts coming from all over the coun-
try. 

What we would do in this amendment 
is allow those applications to be fund-
ed. This is nothing new. This is nothing 
extraordinary. It is expanding this pro-
gram—the same program —to meet the 
incredible need. 

I agree with law enforcement on this 
one: Keep our kids busy and happy 
after school. We will see that crime 
rate go down. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired on the amendment. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Let’s vote. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 364 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, am I cor-

rect, the first vote is the Wellstone 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the first amendment that will be voted 
on. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays, and I request at the 
same time that the following two votes 
be 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Can I ask one 
question: Do we have a minute each, or 
are we not doing that? 

Mr. HATCH. We have been debating 
all night. We will be glad to have 2 
minutes before each amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I just wanted to 
know. I prefer to have 1 minute to sum-
marize. 

Mr. HATCH. Let me defer my motion 
to table and go for 2 minutes equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This amendment 
simply maintains the current core pro-
tections in current law. It requires 
States to study and assess the problem 
of disproportionate minority confine-
ment. It does not require quotas. It is 
not unconstitutional. It does not re-
quire States and localities to release 
those in confinement. 

This amendment is about fairness. It 
is about equal justice under the law. 
This is a civil rights vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. I think we have more 
than adequately answered the argu-
ments made by the distinguished pre-
senter of this amendment. We yield 
back the remainder of our time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first vote be 15 minutes 
and that the succeeding two votes be 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 364. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 52, 

nays 48, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.]  

YEAS—52  

Abraham  
Allard  
Ashcroft  
Bennett  
Bond  
Brownback  
Bunning  
Burns  
Campbell  
Cochran  
Collins  
Coverdell  
Craig  
Crapo  
DeWine  
Domenici  
Enzi  
Fitzgerald  

Frist  
Gorton  
Gramm  
Grams  
Grassley  
Gregg  
Hagel  
Hatch  
Helms  
Hutchinson  
Hutchison  
Inhofe  
Kyl  
Lott  
Lugar  
Mack  
McCain  
McConnell  

Murkowski  
Nickles  
Roberts 
Roth  
Santorum  
Sessions  
Shelby  
Smith (NH)  
Smith (OR)  
Snowe  
Stevens  
Thomas  
Thompson  
Thurmond  
Voinovich  
Warner  

NAYS—48  

Akaka  
Baucus  
Bayh  
Biden  
Bingaman  
Boxer  
Breaux  
Bryan  
Byrd  
Chafee  

Cleland  
Conrad  
Daschle  
Dodd  
Dorgan  
Durbin  
Edwards  
Feingold  
Feinstein  
Graham  

Harkin  
Hollings  
Inouye  
Jeffords  
Johnson  
Kennedy  
Kerrey  
Kerry  
Kohl  
Landrieu 
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Lautenberg  
Leahy  
Levin  
Lieberman  
Lincoln  
Mikulski  

Moynihan  
Murray  
Reed  
Reid  
Robb  
Rockefeller  

Sarbanes  
Schumer  
Specter
Torricelli  
Wellstone  
Wyden 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote, and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 365 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). On the McConnell amend-
ment, there is 1 minute on each side. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 

amendment we are about to vote on is 
very narrowly drafted to add one addi-
tional factor to those Federal agencies 
that have subjective standards they 
apply prior to allowing the shooting of 
a movie on Federal property. 

The subject of the amendment is the 
making of movies on Federal property 
and with federal assistance. There are 
at least three federal entities—the De-
fense Department, NASA, and the 
Coast Guard—that currently have 
quite subjective standards which they 
apply to the movie industry when 
asked for permission to make a movie 
on Federal property or with their co-
operation and assistance. 

All this amendment does is add one 
more factor—one, wanton and gratu-
itous violence—to those standards. 
Bear in mind this amendment has no 
first amendment implications at all. 
Any movie company that wants to 
make a movie and do anything and say 
anything and depict anything they 
want to can continue to do that. They 
just won’t do it on Federal property. 

This is a mild amendment that sends 
a message to Hollywood. 

I hope my colleagues will support it. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the prob-

lem with this, of course, is that no-
body, when they start out on a movie, 
knows exactly what form their movie 
is going to be in in the end. Basically 
what you are saying is somebody in the 
Department of Agriculture—for exam-
ple, if you want to do something on the 
eastern forest or have eastern forest in 
the background—some bureaucrat in 
the Department of Agriculture has to 
determine, before you even start film-
ing the movie, what the final edited 
copy of the movie will look like at the 
end before the decision can be made. 
That person at the Department of Agri-
culture might do dairy price supports 
one day and Block Buster Steven 
Spielberg movies the next day. 

I understand what my friend from 
Kentucky wants to do. But the best 
way to censor violence in movies is 
don’t go to violent movies. But don’t 
ask somebody at the Department of the 
Interior who does fishing permits, for 
example, to determine whether a na-
tional forest can be used as a back-
ground somewhere in a movie that has 
not yet been made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. The question is on agree-

ing to the amendment. This will be a 
10-minute vote. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 66, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 131 Leg.] 
YEAS—66 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 

Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 

Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—34 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Cleland 
Daschle 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Hagel 
Hollings 

Inouye 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Wellstone 

The amendment (No. 365) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. ROBB. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 319 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 

amendment is the BOXER amendment. 
There are 2 minutes equally divided. 

The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, all we do 

in this amendment is authorize the 
amount of money we need to fill the 
need of all those local school districts 
which have applied for afterschool pro-
grams. We know that at 3 o’clock—this 
is from the FBI—the crime rate goes up 
and it does not go down until the par-
ents come home from work. We know 
that afterschool programs will prevent 
crime. 

We also know the reason all these 
various law enforcement agencies sup-
port this is that this is the way to stop 
crime from happening in the first 
place. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we hope 

to cut down juvenile crime. What bet-
ter way to do it than to listen to law 
enforcement, including the Police Ath-
letic Leagues and the National Sheriffs 

Association, and so many police chiefs 
who tell us: Senators, prevention is the 
name of the game. Once the kids get 
into the system, we cannot turn them 
around. 

If we will vote for this, we will au-
thorize the appropriate amount of 
money the local school districts are 
telling us meets the needs of 1.2 million 
children. I hope my colleagues will sup-
port this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. This adds $3 billion to 
programs we already covered in our 
prevention programs and does it in a 
way that has more Federal intrusion. 

I move to table the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 319. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced, yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have a 
unanimous consent request I would 
like to propound. First, obviously, we 
have had the last vote for the night. I 
thank the managers of the bill for their 
diligent efforts. I thank Senator REID 
for his efforts, and Senator ASHCROFT, 
and Senator FRIST, and Senator HAR-
KIN, and Senator LAUTENBERG, who 
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have all been willing to at least make 
concessions so that we can make 
progress. Senator DASCHLE and I appre-
ciate that. The consent we will ask 
would provide for two amendments to 
be brought up in the morning, and it 
would be the Gordon Smith/Jeffords 
amendment, followed by the Lauten-
berg amendment, with a vote on both 
of those at 10:30. The pending business 
is still the Harkin amendment, but we 
would intend at that time to go to the 
supplemental bill. We are going to try 
to get a 2-hour time agreement on 
that. When that is over, we will be 
back where we stood with the Frist- 
Ashcroft amendment. That summarizes 
the agreement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that with respect to the Gordon 
Smith/Jeffords amendment there be 60 
minutes for debate, equally divided in 
the usual form on the Gordon Smith 
amendment and amendment No. 362, 
the Lautenberg amendment, to run 
concurrently beginning at 9:30 a.m. 
Thursday, and all other provisions of 
the consent agreement of May 14 re-
main in place and the amendment be 
laid down tonight prior to the close of 
Senate business. 

I further ask consent that the vote 
occur on the Gordon Smith-Jeffords 
amendment just prior to the vote on 
amendment 362, under the same time 
restraints and provisions as provided 
above. 

I further ask that the Senate resume 
amendment No. 355 immediately fol-
lowing the disposition of amendment 
No. 362. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob-
ject. That is with the understanding 
that the Senator from Iowa is rep-
resented under the same circumstances 
as when we broke off, is that correct? 

Mr. LOTT. He still would have pri-
ority recognition under the agreement 
and under the procedures anyway, but 
also under the agreement that was in-
cluded. Both sides of this issue don’t 
want to lose their positions. But this 
will allow us to do these two amend-
ments and to do the supplemental, and 
then that will be the pending issue. We 
know we have to find a way to get to a 
conclusion. 

I want to emphasize now that we will 
do the supplemental after those first 2 
votes. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. Mr. Leader, would it be possible 
for the unanimous consent request to 
be amended to reflect that 15 minutes 
of the time on the Smith amendment 
be controlled by Senator SCHUMER, 
that he take 5 minutes of the 15 min-
utes, and then the remaining 10 min-
utes go to Senator LAUTENBERG? 

Mr. LOTT. I think I got lost. Is it 
just a division of how the time would 
go on your side? 

Mr. REID. Yes. One of our Members 
wanted to control 15 minutes. He is 
going to use 5 minutes of it and give 
the rest to Senator LAUTENBERG. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I amend 
that UC request to that effect, based on 

the assurance of the intent given by 
the distinguished Democratic whip. If 
it turns out that it is somehow or an-
other not fair, we will revisit that to-
morrow. I change the UC to include 
that request. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the right 
to object, and I don’t intend to object, 
I want to indicate that this is about 
the fourth time we have displaced this 
amendment, which I have been working 
on in conjunction with Senator FRIST. 
This amendment has been the pending 
business since last Friday. This is not a 
novel amendment. 

I just want to indicate that I intend 
to get a vote on this amendment. Votes 
have been taken on amendments on 
both sides. The right way to resolve 
any dispute on this amendment is to 
vote on it. I have been ready to vote on 
this amendment for quite some time. I 
think everyone on both sides of the 
aisle knows what the amendment is 
about. 

I would just indicate that when this 
amendment comes back up I will per-
sist in expecting the same courtesy 
that this body has accorded all other 
amendments to be accorded to this 
amendment, and I will work hard to 
make sure we have an opportunity to 
vote on it. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I again ex-
press my appreciation to Senator 
ASHCROFT for his willingness to agree 
to this unanimous consent tonight. He 
is right. He, Senator FRIST, and Sen-
ator HARKIN have agreed to be put it 
aside. I think it will be the fourth time 
we wouldn’t have been able to get this 
agreement without their cooperation. I 
understand their determination on 
both sides of the issue. I appreciate the 
fact they were willing to agree to this. 

Did we get an agreement? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 366 
(Purpose: To reverse provisions relating to 

pawn and other gun transactions) 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senators SMITH of Oregon and JEF-
FORDS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Mississippi (Mr. LOTT), 

for Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Mr. JEFFORDS, 
proposes an amendment numbered 366. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . PROVISIONS RELATING TO PAWN AND 

OTHER GUN TRANSACTIONS. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the repeal of paragraph (1) and 
amendment of paragraph (2) made by sub-
section (c) with the heading ‘‘Provision Re-
lating to Pawn and Other Transactions’’ of 
section 4 of the title with the heading ‘‘Gen-
eral Firearms Provisions’’ shall be null and 
void. 

(b) COMPLIANCE.—Except as to the State 
and local planning and zoning requirements 
for a licensed premises as provided in sub-
paragraph (D), a special licensee shall be 
subject to all the provisions of this chapter 
applicable to dealers, including, but not lim-

ited to, the performance of an instant back-
ground check. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate now proceed to a 
period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
May 18, 1999, the federal debt stood at 
$5,593,840,202,404.86 (Five trillion, five 
hundred ninety-three billion, eight 
hundred forty million, two hundred 
two thousand, four hundred four dol-
lars and eighty-six cents). 

One year ago, May 18, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,497,225,000,000 
(Five trillion, four hundred ninety- 
seven billion, two hundred twenty-five 
million). 

Five years ago, May 18, 1994, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,590,202,000,000 
(Four trillion, five hundred ninety bil-
lion, two hundred two million). 

Ten years ago, May 18, 1989, the fed-
eral debt stood at $2,780,338,000,000 (Two 
trillion, seven hundred eighty billion, 
three hundred thirty-eight million). 

Fifteen years ago, May 18, 1984, the 
federal debt stood at $1,485,574,000,000 
(One trillion, four hundred eighty-five 
billion, five hundred seventy-four 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of more than $4 trillion— 
$4,108,266,202,404.86 (Four trillion, one 
hundred eight billion, two hundred 
sixty-six million, two hundred two 
thousand, four hundred four dollars 
and eighty-six cents) during the past 15 
years. 

f 

CHANGES TO THE BUDGETARY AG-
GREGATES AND APPROPRIA-
TIONS COMMITTEE ALLOCATION 
FOR H.R. 1141 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, sec-
tion 314(b)(1) of the Congressional 
Budget Act, as amended, requires the 
Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee to adjust the appropriate budg-
etary aggregates and the allocation for 
the Appropriations Committee to re-
flect an amount provided and des-
ignated as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act. 

I hereby submit revisions to the 1999 
Senate Appropriations Committee allo-
cations, pursuant to section 302 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, in the fol-
lowing amounts: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays 

Current Allocation: 
Defense discretionary ................................... 279,891 271,403 
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[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays 

Nondefense discretionary ............................. 287,157 273,901 
Violent crime reductiuon fund ..................... 5,800 4,953 
Highways ...................................................... .................... 21,885 
Mass transit ................................................. .................... 4,401 
Mandatory ..................................................... 299,159 291,731 

Total ..................................................... 872,007 868,274 
Adjustments: 

Defense discretionary ................................... +9,249 +2,525 
Nondefense discretionary ............................. +3,533 +1,057 
Violent crime reductiuon fund ..................... .................... ....................
Highways ...................................................... .................... ....................
Mass transit ................................................. .................... ....................
Mandatory ..................................................... .................... ....................

Total ..................................................... +12,782 +3,582 
Revised Allocation: 

Defense discretionary ................................... 289,140 273,928 
Nondefense discretionary ............................. 290,690 274,958 
Violent crime reductiuon fund ..................... 5,800 4,953 
Highways ...................................................... .................... 21,885 
Mass transit ................................................. .................... 4,401 
Mandatory ..................................................... 299,159 291,731 

Total ..................................................... 884,789 871,856 

I hereby submit revisions to the 1999 
budget aggregates, pursuant to section 
311 of the Congressional Budget Act, in 
the following amounts: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays Deficit 

Current Allocation: Budget Resolu-
tion ............................................. 1,452,512 1,411,334 ¥52,415 

Adjustments: H.R. 1141 ................. +12,782 +3,582 ¥3,582 
Revised Allocation: Budget Resolu-

tion ............................................. 1,465,294 1,414,916 ¥55,997 

I hereby submit revisions of the 2000 
Senate Appropriations Committee allo-
cations, pursuant to section 302 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, in the fol-
lowing amounts: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays 

Current Allocation: 
General purpose discretionary ...................... 531,771 536,700 
Violent crime reduction fund ....................... 4,500 5,554 
Highways ...................................................... .................... 24,574 
Mass transit ................................................. .................... 4,117 
Mandatory ..................................................... 321,502 304,297 

Total ..................................................... 857,773 875,242 
Adjustments: 

General purpose discretionary ...................... +1,881 +7,258 
Violent crime reduction fund ....................... .................... ....................
Highways ...................................................... .................... ....................
Mass transit ................................................. .................... ....................
Mandatory ..................................................... .................... ....................

Total ..................................................... +1,881 +7,258 
Revised Allocation: 

General purpose discretionary ...................... 533,652 543,958 
Violent crime reduction fund ....................... 4,500 5,554 
Highways ...................................................... .................... 24,574 
Mass transit ................................................. .................... 4,117 
Mandatory ..................................................... 321.502 304,297 

Total ..................................................... 859,654 882,500 

I hereby submit revisions of the 2000 
budget aggregates, pursuant to section 
311 of the Congressional Budget Act, in 
the following amounts: 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays Deficit 

Current Allocation: Budget Resolu-
tion ............................................. 1,426,720 1,408,082 0 

Adjustments: H.R. 1141 ................. +1,881 +7,258 ¥7,258 
Revised Allocation: Budget Resolu-

tion ............................................. 1,428,601 1,415,340 ¥7,258 

f 

CONDEMNING RUSSIAN ANTI- 
SEMITISM 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of S. Con. Res. 19, 
a resolution condemning growing Rus-
sian anti-Semitism. 

Russian anti-Semitism, is nothing 
new in the world. Throughout Russian 
history, Jews have faced attacks in the 
form of pogroms, forced military duty 
for terms of up to 25 years, and a gen-
eral pattern of persecution and dis-
crimination. With the end of the Soviet 
Union and the rise of democracy in 
Russia, we thought these kinds of acts 
were a part of the past. Unfortunately, 
they are not. 

On Saturday, May 1, there were two 
bomb blasts at two Moscow syna-
gogues, one at Moscow’s main Choral 
Synagogue. There was light damage at 
both sites, yet the bombings on the 
Sabbath and on May 1, ‘‘May Day’’ was 
a scary development. 

These violent acts, combined with 
the various statements issued by Com-
munist members of the Russian Duma 
can only serve to stir up increased vio-
lence. This is extremely unfortunate. 

There is no place for violence and ha-
tred in our society. We in Congress and 
the rest of the world must actively 
condemn this violence and hatred be-
fore it gets out of hand, as has been the 
case all too many times in this cen-
tury. Thank you Mr. President. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:58 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 1141) making emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1999, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3062. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation rel-
ative to various management concerns; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–3063. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, a report entitled ‘‘Economic and Polit-
ical Transition in Indonesia’’; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

EC–3064. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Department of 
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Para-Aramid Fi-
bers and Yarns’’, received May 12, 1999; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–3065. A communication from the Acting 
Executive Director, Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revi-
sion of Federal Speculative Position Limits 
and Associated Rules’’ (RIN3038–AB32), re-
ceived May 17, 1999; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–3066. A communication from the Man-
ager, Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, 
Risk Management Agency, Farm and For-
eign Agricultural Services, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Common Crop 
Insurance Regulations; Grape Crop Insurance 
Provisions; Final Rule’’, received May 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–3067. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Tax Relief for Those Affected by Operation 
Allied Force’’ (Notice 99–30), received May 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3068. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Equitable Relief from Joint and Several Li-
ability’’ (Notice 99–29), received May 10, 1999; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3069. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Rev. Proc. 99-25’’, received May 12, 1999; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3070. A communication from the Acting 
Regulations Officer, Social Security Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Old-Age, Survivors, 
and Disability Insurance and Supplemental 
Security Income for the Aged, Blind and Dis-
abled; Substantial Gainful Activity 
Amounts’’ (RIN0960–AE98), received April 20, 
1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3071. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Veterans Subvention Demonstration; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3072. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Management and Chief Fi-
nancial Officer, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to a vacancy in the Department of the 
Treasury; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3073. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled the ‘‘Intercountry 
Adoption Act’’; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC–3074. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board, African Development 
Foundation, transmitting, a draft of a pro-
posed amendment to the International Secu-
rity and Development Cooperation Act of 
1980; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–3075. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator, Bureau for Legislative 
and Public Affairs, Agency for International 
Development, transmitting, a draft of a pro-
posed amendment to the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 
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EC–3076. A communication from the Assist-

ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of the issuance of an export li-
cense to Greece; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–3077. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of the texts and background 
statements of international agreements, 
other than treaties; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–3078. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; Gambrell, AK; 
Docket No. 98–AAL–20/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120– 
AA66) (1999–0141), received April 22, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3079. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; San Antonio, 
TX; Direct Final Rule; Confirmation of Ef-
fective Date; Docket No. 99–ASW–54/4–23 (4– 
26)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0164), received May 
3, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3080. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; Monroe, LA; 
Direct Final Rule; Confirmation of Effective 
Date; Docket No. 98–ASW–55/4–23 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0165), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3081. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Cahokia, 
IL; Docket No. 99–AGL–4/4–26 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0163), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3082. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Fremont, 
OH; Docket No. 98–AGL–75/4–26 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0161), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3083. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Detroit, 
MI; Docket No. 99–AGL–8/4–26 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0160), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3084. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Mariette, 
MI; Docket No. 99–AGL–10/4–26 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0159), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3085. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-

ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Hallock, 
MN; Docket No. 99–AGL–5/4–26 (4–26)’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0154), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3086. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Howell; 
Docket No. 99–AGL–6/4–26 (4–26)’’ (RIN2120– 
AA66) (1999–0155), received May 3, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3087. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Flint, MI; 
Docket No. 99–AGL–7/4–26 (4–26)’’ (RIN2120– 
AA66) (1999–0156), received May 3, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3088. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment of Restricted Area R–53513C, 
Long Shoal Point, NC; Docket No. 98–ASO– 
13/10–7 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0153), re-
ceived April 22, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3089. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Rock Rapids Municipal Air-
port Class E Airspace Area; Direct Final 
Rule; Request for Comments; Docket No. 99– 
ACE–15/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999– 
0145), received April 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3090. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Shenandoah Municipal Air-
port Class E Airspace Area, IA; Direct Final 
Rule; Request for Comments; Docket No. 99– 
ACE–16/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999– 
0144), received April 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3091. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Clarinda, Schenck Field 
Class E Airspace Area, IA; Direct Final Rule; 
Request for Comments; Docket No. 99–ACE– 
17/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0143), re-
ceived April 22, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3092. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Des Moines International 
Airport Class E Airspace Area, IA; Direct 
Final Rule; Confirmation of Effective Date 
and Correction; Docket No. 98–ACE–55/4–20 
(4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0151), received 
April 22, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3093. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Springfield-Branson Re-
gional Airport Class E Airspace Area, MO; 
Confirmation of Effective Date; Docket No. 
99–ACE–8/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999– 
0149), received April 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3094. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Newton City-County Munic-
ipal Airport Class E Airspace Area, KS; Con-
firmation of Effective Date; Docket No. 99– 
ACE–3/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0150), 
received April 22, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3095. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to West Union, George L. Scott 
Municipal Airport Class E Airspace, IA; Di-
rect Final Rule; Request for Comments; 
Docket No. 99–ACE–12/4–20 (4–22)’’ (RIN2120– 
AA66) (1999–0147), received April 22, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3096. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Perryville Municipal Air-
port Class E Airspace Area, MO; Direct Final 
Rule; Confirmation of Effective Date; Docket 
No. 99-ACE-1/3-31 (-1)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999- 
0126), received April 19, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3097. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Cresco, Ellen Church Field 
Class E Airspace Area, IA; Direct Final Rule; 
Request for Comments; Docket No. 99-ACE- 
13/4-20 (4-22)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0146), re-
ceived April 22, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3098. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Grand Island, Central Ne-
braska Regional Municipal Airport Class E 
Airspace Area, IA; Direct Final Rule; Con-
firmation of Effective Date; Docket No. 99- 
ACE-2/3-31 (4-1)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0128), 
received April 19, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3099. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace, Toccoa, 
GA; Correction; Docket No. 99-ASO-3/5-3 (5- 
3)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0169), received May 
3, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3100. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Jesse Viertal Mem Airport 
Class E Airspace Area, MO; Direct Final 
Rule, Confirmation of Effective Date; Docket 
No. 99-ACE-6/4-23 (4-26)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999- 
0166), received May 3, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3101. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
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Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace Area; El 
Dorado, KS; Direct Final Rule, Confirmation 
of Effective Date and Correction; Docket No. 
99-ACE-5/4-23 (4-26)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999- 
0167), received May 3, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3102. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace and 
Modification of Class E Airspace; Alpena, 
MI; Docket No. 99-AGL-11/4-26 (4-26)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0157), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3103. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; Wa-
verly, OH; Docket No. 99-AGL-79/4-26 (4-26)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0162), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3104. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Establishment of Temporary Restricted 
Area, Idaho; Docket No. 99-ANM-22/5-4 (5-3)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0168), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3105. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Establishment of CVG Class B and Revoca-
tion of the CVG Class C Airspace Area, KY; 
Confirmation of Effective Date; Docket No. 
93-AWA-5/4-20 (4-22)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999- 
0152), received April 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3106. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments (42); Amdt. No. 
1927/4-22 (4-26)’’ (RIN2120-AA65) (1999-0021), re-
ceived May 3, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3107. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments (44); Amdt. No. 
1926/4-27 (4-29)’’ (RIN2120-AA65) (1999-0022), re-
ceived May 3, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3108. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revocation and Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Sinaw, MI; Docket No. 99-AGL-9/4- 
26 (4-26)’’ (RIN2120-AA66) (1999-0158), received 
May 3, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3109. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: British Aerospace 

Model H.P. 137 Jetstream Mk. 1, Jetstream 
Series 200, and Jetstream Models 3101 and 
3201 Airplanes; Direct Final Rule; Request 
for Comments; Docket No. 98-CE-70/10-8 (4- 
22)’’ (RIN2120-AA64) (1999-0183), received April 
22, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3110. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing Model 747- 
100, -200, -300, SP and SR Series Airplanes; 
Docket No. 97-NM-272/9-30 (4-22)’’ (RIN2120- 
AA64) (1999-0182), received April 22, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3111. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Raytheon Air-
craft Company Beech Models A36, B36TC, 58, 
58A, C90A, B200, B300, and 1900D Airplanes; 
Request for Comments; Docket No. 99-CE-11/ 
4-28 (4-29)’’ (RIN2120-AA64) (1999-0198), re-
ceived May 3, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3112. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Alexander 
Schleicher Segelflugzeugbau Model ASK21 
Gliders; Direct Final Rule; Request for Com-
ments; Docket No. 98-CE-25/4-26 (4-26)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA64) (1999-0184), received May 3, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3113. A communication from the Pro-
gram Support Specialist, Aircraft Certifi-
cation Service, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
McDonnell Douglas Model MD-11 Series Air-
planes; Docket No. 99-NM-100-AD; Amend-
ment 39-11154; AD 99-09-51’’ (RIN2120-AA64), 
received May 3, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3114. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special 
Anchorage Areas/Anchorage Grounds Regu-
lations; Atlantic Ocean off Miami and Miami 
Beach, Florida (CGD07-99-002)’’ (RIN2115- 
AA98) (1999-0001), received April 22, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3115. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Interagency Career Transition As-
sistance for Displaced Former Panama Canal 
Employees’’, received May 12, 1999; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3116. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled ‘‘Federal Employees’ Overtime Pay 
Limitation Amendments Act of 1999’’; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3117. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
life insurance for Federal employees; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 

and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. SARBANES): 

S. 1074. A bill to amend the Social Security 
Act to waive the 24-month waiting period for 
medicare coverage of individuals with 
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis (ALS), and to 
provide medicare coverage of drugs and 
biologicals used for the treatment of ALS or 
for the alleviation of symptoms relating to 
ALS; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, and Ms. LANDRIEU): 

S. 1075. A bill to promote research to iden-
tify and evaluate the health effects of sili-
cone breast implants, and to insure that 
women and their doctors receive accurate in-
formation about such implants; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1076. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide a cost-of-living ad-
justment in rates of compensation paid to 
veterans with service-connected disabilities, 
to enhance programs providing health care, 
education, and other benefits for veterans, to 
authorize major medical facility projects, to 
reform eligibility for burial in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. REID, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. 
BAYH: 

S. 1077. A bill to dedicate the new Amtrak 
station in New York, New York, to Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 1078. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Eliza-

beth Eka Bassey and her children, Emman-
uel O. Paul Bassey, Jocob Paul Bassey, and 
Mary Idongesit Paul Bassey; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. KOHL, 
and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 1079. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the deduct-
ibility of business meal expenses for individ-
uals subject to Federal hours of service; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 1080. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit gunrunning, and 
provide mandatory minimum penalties for 
crimes related to gunrunning; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
S. 1081. A bill to amend section 842 of title 

18, United States Code, relating to explosive 
materials; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

S. 1082. A bill to amend part Q of title I of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 to provide assistance for unincor-
porated neighborhood watch programs; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. KOHL): 

S. 1083. A bill to expedite State review of 
criminal records of applicants for bail en-
forcement officer employment, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
BRYAN, and Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 1084. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to protect consumers from 
the unauthorized switching of their long-dis-
tance service; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
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By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 1085. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the treatment of 
bonds issued to acquire renewable resources 
on land subject to conservation easement; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 1074. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to waive the 24-month wait-
ing period for medicare coverage of in-
dividuals with amyotrophic lateral 
sclerosis (ALS), and to provide medi-
care coverage of drugs and biologicals 
used for the treatment of ALS or for 
the alleviation of symptoms relating to 
ALS; to the Committee on Finance. 

AMYOTROPHIC LATERAL SCLEROSIS (ALS) 
TREATMENT AND ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1999 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation that 
will improve the lives of 30,000 Ameri-
cans, 850 of whom live in my State of 
New Jersey, who are stricken with 
Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS). 

Many of us know Amyotrophic Lat-
eral Sclerosis (ALS) as the disease that 
struck down the famed Yankees 1st 
baseman, Lou Gehrig, yet, few of us are 
aware of the tragic effects ALS has on 
its victims. Fewer still are aware of the 
inherent flaws in the Medicare program 
which further compound the suffering 
of those with ALS. 

Despite the short life expectancy of 
three to five years, ALS patents must 
endure a two year waiting period in 
order to receive Medicare services. 
Forcing ALS patients to wait until the 
final months of their illness defies 
common sense and human decency. In 
fact, as a result of the Medicare wait-
ing period, approximately 17,000 ALS 
patients remain ineligible for Medicare 
services right now, regardless of the se-
verity of their condition. 

My bill, the ALS Treatment, and As-
sistance Act waives the 24-month Medi-
care waiting period for ALS patients. A 
similar waiver is granted for victims of 
end-stage renal disease due to the rapid 
onset of symptoms. The immediacy of 
symptoms in ALS patients and ex-
tremely short life expectancy illus-
trate the need to extend the waiver for 
ALS. In addition, many ALS victims 
have had productive lives and will have 
paid into the Social Security system 
well before the onset of ALS. 

The legislation also requires Medi-
care to provide coverage for all FDA- 
approved drugs that treat ALS. While 
Medicare typically does not provide 
coverage for prescription drug thera-
pies, over the past few years, excep-
tions have been granted to provide 
drug coverage to treat osteoporosis and 
certain types of cancer. Due to the 
rapid onset of symptoms and the short 
life expectancy of ALS patients, the 
need for another exception is clear. In 
addition, expanding Medicare coverage 
for ALS therapies will stimulate fur-
ther research. 

ALS is a disease that strikes at every 
community, with the potential for 
striking every American. No one is im-
mune, and everyone is vulnerable. I am 
pleased to be joined by my colleague 
Senator WELLSTONE in introducing leg-
islation that represents a first real step 
toward improving the quality of life for 
people with ALS while bringing us 
much closer to finding a cause and a 
cure. 

Mr. President, I ask at this time that 
the text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1074 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; PURPOSES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS) 
Treatment and Assistance Act of 1999’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS), 
commonly known as Lou Gehrig’s Disease, is 
a progressive neuromuscular disease charac-
terized by a degeneration of the nerve cells 
of the brain and spinal cord leading to the 
wasting of muscles, paralysis, and eventual 
death. 

(2) Approximately 30,000 individuals in the 
United States are afflicted with ALS at any 
time, with approximately 5,000 new cases ap-
pearing each year. 

(3) ALS usually strikes individuals who are 
50 years of age or older. 

(4) The life expectancy of an individual 
with ALS is 3 to 5 years from the time of di-
agnosis. 

(5) There is no known cure or cause for 
ALS. 

(6) Aggressive treatment of the symptoms 
of ALS can extend the lives of those with the 
disease. Recent advances in ALS research 
have produced promising leads, many related 
to shared disease processes that appear to 
operate in many neurodegenerative diseases. 

(c) PURPOSES.—It is the purposes of this 
Act— 

(1) to assist individuals suffering from ALS 
by waiving the 24-month waiting period for 
medicare eligibility on the basis of disability 
for ALS patients; and 

(2) to provide medicare coverage of drugs 
and biologicals used for the treatment of 
ALS or for the alleviation of symptoms re-
lating to ALS. 
SEC. 2. WAIVER OF 24-MONTH WAITING PERIOD 

FOR MEDICARE COVERAGE OF INDI-
VIDUALS DISABLED WITH 
AMYOTROPHIC LATERAL SCLEROSIS 
(ALS). 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 226 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (j) and by moving such subsection to 
the end of the section; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(h) For purposes of applying this section 
in the case of an individual medically deter-
mined to have amyotrophic lateral sclerosis 
(ALS), the following special rules apply: 

‘‘(1) Subsection (b) shall be applied as if 
there were no requirement for any entitle-
ment to benefits, or status, for a period 
longer than 1 month. 

‘‘(2) The entitlement under such subsection 
shall begin with the first month (rather than 
twenty-fifth month) of entitlement or sta-
tus. 

‘‘(3) Subsection (f) shall not be applied.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1837 

of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395p) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) In applying this section in the case of 
an individual who is entitled to benefits 
under part A pursuant to the operation of 
section 226(h), the following special rules 
apply: 

‘‘(1) The initial enrollment period under 
subsection (d) shall begin on the first day of 
the first month in which the individual satis-
fies the requirement of section 1836(1). 

‘‘(2) In applying subsection (g)(1), the ini-
tial enrollment period shall begin on the 
first day of the first month of entitlement to 
disability insurance benefits referred to in 
such subsection.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to benefits 
for months beginning after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. MEDICARE COVERAGE OF DRUGS TO 

TREAT AMYOTROPHIC LATERAL 
SCLEROSIS (ALS). 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1861(s)(2) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(s)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (S); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (T) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(U) any drug (which is approved by the 

Commissioner of Food and Drugs under sec-
tion 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 355)) or biological 
(which is licensed by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services under section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262)) 
prescribed for use in the treatment of 
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis (ALS) or the 
alleviation of symptoms relating to ALS.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to drugs 
furnished on or after the first day of the first 
month beginning after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 1076. A bill to amend title 38, 

United States Code, to provide a cost- 
of-living adjustment in rates of com-
pensation paid to veterans with serv-
ice-connected disabilities, to enhance 
programs providing health care, edu-
cation, and other benefits for veterans, 
to authorize major medical facility 
projects, to reform eligibility for burial 
in Arlington National Cemetery, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

VETERANS BENEFITS ACT OF 1999 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today I 

have introduced a major piece of vet-
erans legislation, the proposed Vet-
erans Benefits Act of 1999. This bill is a 
so-called omnibus measure which will 
serve as the basis, and the platform, for 
much of the legislative work to be ac-
complished this year by the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

In the past, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs has considered bills on a 
more piecemeal basis than is reflected 
in the larger bill that I have introduced 
today. 

In times past, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs has come to the Senate 
floor with numerous, separate bills to 
address the various matters that the 
committee typically faces: annual 
cost-of-living adjustments, reauthor-
izations of ‘‘sunsetting’’ programs and 
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authorities, medical care reforms, non- 
medical benefits programs improve-
ments, and the like. With the bill I 
have introduced today, I propose that 
such matters be folded into a single 
bill. That bill, then, will be the central 
focus of a major hearing. 

At that hearing, the committee will 
have the opportunity to hear the views 
of the Secretaries of Veterans Affairs 
and the Army; other senior VA offi-
cials, including the VA Under Secre-
taries who are responsible for VA’s 
major operating entities; the major 
veterans service organizations (The 
American Legion, the VFW, the Dis-
abled American Veterans, the Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, and 
AMVETS); unions representing the 
rank and file of VA employees; and, fi-
nally, associations representing VA’s 
professional cadre of physicians, den-
tists, and nurses. 

By bringing all of the major issues to 
the fore at one time, and by bringing 
all of the interested parties together 
into one room at one time, I believe 
that the committee will be better posi-
tioned to advance this year’s legisla-
tive agenda in an organized and sys-
tematic manner. Such an approach will 
not necessarily ease the work of the 
committee, or this body. It will, how-
ever, facilitate the placing of issues 
and initiatives into some order of pri-
ority. 

The need to recognize priorities has 
characterized the committee’s ap-
proach to its work this year. During 
the first half of this year, the com-
mittee has devoted its attention al-
most entirely on the proposed fiscal 
year 2000 budget. As this body recog-
nized when it ordered an increase in 
spending caps on veterans account 
spending in the fiscal year 2000 budget 
resolution, the Administration’s pro-
posal to keep the VA’s health care 
budget flat for the fourth straight year 
was clearly unacceptable. Congress or-
dered an increase of approximately 10 
percent in that budget—an action that 
I, and the committee’s ranking minor-
ity member, Senator JAY ROCKE-
FELLER, were urging as early as last 
fall. We now must proceed through the 
appropriations process—a process that 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, and 
the veterans service organizations, will 
watch very closely. 

Having heretofore focused principally 
on the budget, the committee will now 
turn to its authorizing business. The 
bill I introduced today opens, at title I, 
with the committee’s first priority: the 
granting of cost-of-living adjustments 
to the cash benefits paid monthly by 
VA in the form of compensation to the 
2.3 million veterans who have suffered 
service-connected disabilities, and ben-
efits for 320,000 surviving spouses and 
children of veterans who have died in 
military service or due to service-re-
lated injuries and illnesses. Those who 
are disabled due to service rely on 
these benefits. They surely merit cost- 
of-living adjustments. 

My bill, secondly, proposes to in-
crease by 13.6% the most valuable ‘‘re-

adjustment’’ benefit that is enjoyed— 
and earned—by the Nation’s young vet-
erans: their Montgomery GI bill edu-
cational assistance benefits. The ‘‘blue 
ribbon’’ Commission on 
Servicemembers and Veterans Transi-
tion Assistance made a number of rec-
ommendations on this point. Most no-
tably, it cited the fact that, unlike 
times past, veterans’ educational as-
sistance benefits no longer come close 
to affording the veteran an opportunity 
to return to school on a full time basis 
after service. The Commission has rec-
ommended that, for new enlistees, VA 
pay full tuition benefits and, in addi-
tion, pay an allowance for books and 
fees and, finally, a monthly living sti-
pend. The committee will consider this 
proposal further. In the meantime, 
however, it is appropriate for the com-
mittee to address what it might do to 
make higher education and other train-
ing opportunities available to persons 
who are in the service today. My bill 
would increase their benefits in rec-
ognition of the increased costs of edu-
cation. 

In addition, this bill would make 
needed changes in statutory authori-
ties under which VA health care is pro-
vided. At the outset, I note that the 
single largest unmet medical need 
faced by the World War II/Korea gen-
eration of veterans is quality long- 
term care. In addition to providing hos-
pital care and, increasingly, out-
patient-based clinical care, VA pro-
vides some nursing home care and 
other types of long term care. But VA 
hardly scratches the surface of demand 
for such care. The solution, of course, 
is funding—funding that has been sure-
ly deficient. 

VA funding problems must be ad-
dressed by the Appropriate Committee, 
a committee on which I am proud to 
serve. However, the authorizing com-
mittee, which I am proud to chair, has 
its role to play too. The authorizing 
committee can free VA from unneces-
sary legal strictures which impede its 
efficient delivery of care. Many such 
impediments were eliminated by recent 
‘‘eligibility reform’’ legislation. Some, 
however, remain. 

For example, VA is now authorized 
to provide adult day health care serv-
ices, services which help the veteran— 
and the taxpayer—by keeping potential 
patients out of hospitals and nursing 
homes. It can do so, however, only if 
the veteran in question was, first, a 
hospital or nursing home patient. 
Thus, VA caregivers have an incentive 
to hospitalize people so that they will 
be authorized to provide the type of 
care that will allow the patient to 
avoid hospitalization. To my way of 
thinking, this makes no sense. 

Similarly, VA is authorized to pro-
vide ‘‘respite care,’’ that is, short term 
care which frees the day-to-day care 
giver, typically an aging spouse, to at-
tend to his or her needs. But VA can do 
so only within the four walls of a VA 
medical facility. Often, it is more 
effieient—and surely it is more conven-

ient from the patient’s and spouse’s 
standpoint—for a respite care provider 
to go to the home of the patient, as op-
posed to requiring the patient to be 
brought into the hospital or long term 
care center. But VA is precluded by 
statute from providing respite care in 
the veteran’s home, even when it is 
clearly in VA’s and the patient’s inter-
ests for it to do so. This, too, makes no 
sense to me. The bill I have introduced 
today would clear away these two im-
pediments to the efficient delivery of 
VA care. Further, it would reauthorize 
current programs which have proved 
their worth. 

In the veterans benefits arena, one 
sensitive matter is now ripe for action. 
It is time, I think, for clear standards 
to be established for eligibility for bur-
ial in Arlington National Cemetery. 
And they should be set by Congress. 

Remarkably, standards governing eli-
gibility for burial in Arlington have 
never been put into place by statute. 
Rather, they are purely a product of 
administrative fiat. Indeed, in one of 
the most highly sensitive areas—the 
granting of ‘‘waivers’’ to allow the bur-
ial of distinguished persons who are 
not otherwise eligible for burial in Ar-
lington—there has never even been a 
formal rulemaking to guide cemetery 
officials. Rather, the granting of waiv-
ers has evolved on a purely customary, 
and ad hoc, basis. 

Dealing with waiver requests on an 
ad hoc basis gives rise, at best, to sus-
picion of improper influence. At worst, 
if fans fears of outright abuse of power. 
Now, I will not rehash a recent case 
where it was alleged—I think inac-
curately—that Arlington burial rights 
were ‘‘sold’’ to a political contributor. 
Suffice it to say, however, that when it 
comes to the most sacred of grounds, 
Arlington National Cemetery, there 
can be no suggestion whatsoever of im-
proper influence. Surely, there are 
some honors that no amount of money 
or level of influence can buy. Perpetual 
rest in Arlington is clearly one of those 
honors. 

Mr. President, I could go on at con-
siderable length, but many provisions 
of this bill speak for themselves. As I 
have noted, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs has not yet had hearings 
on these specific legislative proposals. 
Accordingly, they are still works in 
progress. But they are works in 
progress that I intend to advance soon-
er rather than later, by this summer at 
the latest. The Nation’s veterans de-
serve that kind of attention, and they 
are getting it from the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1076 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Veterans Benefits Act of 1999’’. 
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States 

Code. 
TITLE I—COMPENSATION COST-OF- 

LIVING ADJUSTMENT 
Subtitle A—Compensation Cost-of-Living- 

Adjustment 
Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Increase in rates of disability com-

pensation and dependency and 
indemnity compensation. 

Sec. 103. Publication of adjusted rates. 
Subtitle B—Compensation Rate 

Amendments 
Sec. 111. Disability compensation. 
Sec. 112. Additional compensation for de-

pendents. 
Sec. 113. Clothing allowance for certain dis-

abled veterans. 
Sec. 114. Dependency and indemnity com-

pensation for surviving spouses. 
Sec. 115. Dependency and indemnity com-

pensation for children. 
Sec. 116. Effective date. 

TITLE II—EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS 
Sec. 201. Short title. 
Sec. 202. Increase in basic benefit of active 

duty educational assistance. 
Sec. 203. Increase in rates of survivors and 

dependents educational assist-
ance. 

Sec. 204. Eligibility of members of the 
Armed Forces to withdraw elec-
tions not to receive Mont-
gomery GI Bill basic edu-
cational assistance. 

Sec. 205. Accelerated payments of basic edu-
cational assistance. 

TITLE III—MEDICAL CARE 
Subtitle A—Long-Term Care 

Sec. 301. Adult day health care. 
Sec. 302. In-home respite care services. 

Subtitle B—Management of Medical 
Facilities and Property 

Sec. 311. Disposal of Department of Veterans 
Affairs real property. 

Sec. 312. Extension of enhanced-use lease 
authority. 

Subtitle C—Homeless Veterans 
Sec. 321. Extension of program of housing 

assistance for homeless vet-
erans. 

Sec. 322. Homeless veterans comprehensive 
service programs. 

Sec. 323. Authorizations of appropriations 
for homeless veterans’ re-
integration projects. 

Sec. 324. Report on implementation of Gen-
eral Accounting Office rec-
ommendations regarding per-
formance measures. 

Subtitle D—Other Health Care Provisions 
Sec. 331. Treatment and services for drug or 

alcohol dependency. 
Sec. 332. Allocation to Department of Vet-

erans Affairs health care facili-
ties of amounts in Medical Care 
Collections Fund. 

Sec. 333. Extension of certain Persian Gulf 
War authorities. 

Sec. 334. Report on coordination of procure-
ment of pharmaceuticals and 
medical supplies by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and 
the Department of Defense. 

Subtitle E—Major Medical Facility Projects 
Construction Authorization 

Sec. 341. Authorization of major medical fa-
cility projects. 

TITLE IV—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS 
Sec. 401. Payment rate of certain burial ben-

efits for certain Filipino vet-
erans. 

Sec. 402. Extension of authority to maintain 
a regional office in the Republic 
of the Philippines. 

Sec. 403. Extension of Advisory Committee 
on Minority Veterans. 

Sec. 404. Repeal of limitation on payments 
of benefits to incompetent in-
stitutionalized veterans. 

Sec. 405. Clarification of veterans employ-
ment opportunities. 

TITLE V—MEMORIAL AFFAIRS 
Subtitle A—Arlington National Cemetery 

Sec. 501. Short title. 
Sec. 502. Persons eligible for burial in Ar-

lington National Cemetery. 
Sec. 503. Persons eligible for placement in 

the columbarium in Arlington 
National Cemetery. 

Subtitle B—World War II Memorial 
Sec. 511. Short title. 
Sec. 512. Fund raising by American Battle 

Monuments Commission for 
World War II memorial. 

Sec. 513. General authority of American 
Battle Monuments Commission 
to solicit and receive contribu-
tions. 

Sec. 514. Intellectual property and related 
items. 

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF 
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS 

Sec. 601. Staggered retirement of judges. 
Sec. 602. Recall of retired judges. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, 

whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of title 38, 
United States Code. 
TITLE I—COMPENSATION COST-OF-LIVING 

ADJUSTMENT 
Subtitle A—Compensation Cost-of-Living- 

Adjustment 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Vet-
erans’ Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjust-
ment Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 102. INCREASE IN RATES OF DISABILITY 

COMPENSATION AND DEPENDENCY 
AND INDEMNITY COMPENSATION. 

(a) RATE ADJUSTMENT.—The Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall, effective on December 
1, 1999, increase the dollar amounts in effect 
for the payment of disability compensation 
and dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion by the Secretary, as specified in sub-
section (b). 

(b) AMOUNTS TO BE INCREASED.—The dollar 
amounts to be increased pursuant to sub-
section (a) are the following: 

(1) COMPENSATION.—Each of the dollar 
amounts in effect under section 1114 of title 
38, United States Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPEND-
ENTS.—Each of the dollar amounts in effect 
under sections 1115(1) of such title. 

(3) CLOTHING ALLOWANCE.—The dollar 
amount in effect under section 1162 of such 
title. 

(4) NEW DIC RATES.—The dollar amounts in 
effect under paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 
1311(a) of such title. 

(5) OLD DIC RATES.—Each of the dollar 
amounts in effect under section 1311(a)(3) of 
such title. 

(6) ADDITIONAL DIC FOR SURVIVING SPOUSES 
WITH MINOR CHILDREN.—The dollar amount in 
effect under section 1311(b) of such title. 

(7) ADDITIONAL DIC FOR DISABILITY.—The 
dollar amounts in effect under sections 
1311(c) and 1311(d) of such title. 

(8) DIC FOR DEPENDENT CHILDREN.—The dol-
lar amounts in effect under sections 1313(a) 
and 1314 of such title. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.—(1) The 
increase under subsection (a) shall be made 
in the dollar amounts specified in subsection 
(b) as in effect on November 30, 1999. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), 
each such amount shall be increased by the 
same percentage as the percentage by which 
benefit amounts payable under title II of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are 
increased effective December 1, 1999, as a re-
sult of a determination under section 215(i) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)). 

(3) Each dollar amount increased pursuant 
to paragraph (2) shall, if not a whole dollar 
amount, be rounded down to the next lower 
whole dollar amount. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary may ad-
just administratively, consistent with the 
increases made under subsection (a), the 
rates of disability compensation payable to 
persons within the purview of section 10 of 
Public Law 85–857 (72 Stat. 1263) who are not 
in receipt of compensation payable pursuant 
to chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 
SEC. 103. PUBLICATION OF ADJUSTED RATES. 

At the same time as the matters specified 
in section 215(i)(2)(D) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)(2)(D)) are required to be 
published by reason of a determination made 
under section 215(i) of such Act during fiscal 
year 2000, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall publish in the Federal Register the 
amounts specified in subsection (b) of sec-
tion 102, as increased pursuant to that sec-
tion. 
Subtitle B—Compensation Rate Amendments 
SEC. 111. DISABILITY COMPENSATION. 

(a) INCREASE IN RATES.—Section 1114 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$95’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘$96’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘$182’’ in subsection (b) and 
inserting ‘‘$184’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘$279’’ in subsection (c) and 
inserting ‘‘$282’’; 

(4) by striking ‘‘$399’’ in subsection (d) and 
inserting ‘‘$404’’; 

(5) by striking ‘‘$569’’ in subsection (e) and 
inserting ‘‘$576’’; 

(6) by striking ‘‘$717’’ in subsection (f) and 
inserting ‘‘$726’’; 

(7) by striking ‘‘$905’’ in subsection (g) and 
inserting ‘‘$916’’; 

(8) by striking ‘‘$1,049’’ in subsection (h) 
and inserting ‘‘$1,062’’; 

(9) by striking ‘‘$1,181’’ in subsection (i) 
and inserting ‘‘$1,196’’; 

(10) by striking ‘‘$1,964’’ in subsection (j) 
and inserting ‘‘$1,989’’; 

(11) by striking ‘‘$2,443’’ and ‘‘$3,426’’ in 
subsection (k) and inserting ‘‘$2,474’’ and 
‘‘$3,470’’, respectively; 

(12) by striking ‘‘$2,443’’ in subsection (l) 
and inserting ‘‘$2,474’’; 

(13) by striking ‘‘$2,694’’ in subsection (m) 
and inserting ‘‘$2,729’’; 

(14) by striking ‘‘$3,066’’ in subsection (n) 
and inserting ‘‘$3,105’’; 

(15) by striking ‘‘$3,426’’ each place it ap-
pears in subsections (o) and (p) and inserting 
‘‘$3,470’’; 

(16) by striking ‘‘$1,471’’ and ‘‘$2,190’’ in 
subsection (r) and inserting ‘‘$1,490’’ and 
‘‘$2,218’’, respectively; and 

(17) by striking ‘‘$2,199’’ in subsection (s) 
and inserting ‘‘$2,227’’. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may authorize administra-
tively, consistent with the increases speci-
fied in this section, the rates of disability 
compensation payable to persons within the 
purview of section 10 of Public Law 85–857 
who are not in receipt of compensation pay-
able pursuant to chapter 11 of title 38, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 112. ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DE-

PENDENTS. 
Section 1115(1) is amended— 
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(1) by striking ‘‘$114’’ in clause (A) and in-

serting ‘‘$115’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘$195’’ in clause (B) and in-

serting ‘‘$197’’; 
(3) by striking ‘‘$78’’ in clause (C) and in-

serting ‘‘$79’’; 
(4) by striking ‘‘$92’’ in clause (D) and in-

serting ‘‘$93’’; 
(5) by striking ‘‘$215’’ in clause (E) and in-

serting ‘‘$217’’; and 
(6) by striking ‘‘$180’’ in clause (F) and in-

serting ‘‘$182’’. 
SEC. 113. CLOTHING ALLOWANCE FOR CERTAIN 

DISABLED VETERANS. 
Section 1162 is amended by striking ‘‘$528’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$534’’. 
SEC. 114. DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COM-

PENSATION FOR SURVIVING 
SPOUSES. 

(a) NEW LAW RATES.—Section 1311(a) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$850’’ in paragraph (1) and 
inserting ‘‘$861’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$185’’ in paragraph (2) and 
inserting ‘‘$187’’. 

(b) OLD LAW RATES.—The table in sub-
section (a)(3) is amended to read as follows: 

Monthly Monthly 
‘‘Pay grade rate Pay grade rate 

E–1 ...................... $861 W–4 .......................... $1,030 
E–2 ...................... 861 O–1 .......................... 909 
E–3 ...................... 861 O–2 .......................... 940 
E–4 ...................... 861 O–3 .......................... 1,004 
E–5 ...................... 861 O–4 .......................... 1,062 
E–6 ...................... 861 O–5 .......................... 1,170 
E–7 ...................... 890 O–6 .......................... 1,318 
E–8 ...................... 940 O–7 .......................... 1,424 
E–9 ...................... 1980 O–8 .......................... 1,561 
W–1 ...................... 909 O–9 .......................... 1,672 
W–2 ...................... 946 O–10 ........................ 21,834 
W–3 ...................... 974 

‘‘1If the veteran served as sergeant major of the Army, senior enlisted ad-
visor of the Navy, chief master sergeant of the Air Force, sergeant major of 
the Marine Corps, or master chief petty officer of the Coast Guard, at the 
applicable time designated by section 402 of this title, the surviving 
spouse’s rate shall be $1,057. 

‘‘2If the veteran served as Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, Chief of Staff of the Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force, Commandant of the Marine Corps, or Commandant of the 
Coast Guard, at the applicable time designated by section 402 of this title, 
the surviving spouse’s rate shall be $1,966.’’. 

(c) ADDITIONAL DIC FOR CHILDREN.—Sec-
tion 1311(b) is amended by striking ‘‘$215’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$217’’. 

(d) AID AND ATTENDANCE ALLOWANCE.—Sec-
tion 1311(c) is amended by striking ‘‘$215’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$217’’. 

(e) HOUSEBOUND RATE.—Section 1311(d) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$104’’ and inserting 
‘‘$105’’. 
SEC. 115. DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COM-

PENSATION FOR CHILDREN. 
(a) DIC FOR ORPHAN CHILDREN.—Section 

1313(a) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘$361’’ in paragraph (1) and 

inserting ‘‘$365’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘$520’’ in paragraph (2) and 

inserting ‘‘$526’’; 
(3) by striking ‘‘$675’’ in paragraph (3) and 

inserting ‘‘$683’’; and 
(4) by striking ‘‘$675’’ and ‘‘$132’’ in para-

graph (4) and inserting ‘‘$683’’ and ‘‘$133’’, re-
spectively. 

(b) SUPPLEMENTAL DIC FOR DISABLED 
ADULT CHILDREN.—Section 1314 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$215’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘$217’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘$361’’ in subsection (b) and 
inserting ‘‘$365’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘$182’’ in subsection (c) and 
inserting ‘‘$184’’. 
SEC. 116. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this subtitle 
shall take effect on November 30, 1999. 

TITLE II—EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘All-Volun-
teer Force Educational Assistance Programs 
Improvements Act of 1999’’. 

SEC. 202. INCREASE IN BASIC BENEFIT OF AC-
TIVE DUTY EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE. 

(a) INCREASE IN BASIC BENEFIT.—Section 
3015 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘$528’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$600’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘$429’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$488’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect 
to educational assistance allowances paid for 
months after September 1999. However, no 
adjustment in rates of educational assist-
ance shall be made under section 3015(g) of 
title 38, United States Code, for fiscal year 
2000. 
SEC. 203. INCREASE IN RATES OF SURVIVORS 

AND DEPENDENTS EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE. 

(a) SURVIVORS AND DEPENDENTS EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 3532 is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$485’’ and inserting ‘‘$550’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘$365’’ and inserting ‘‘$414’’; 

and 
(C) by striking ‘‘$242’’ and inserting ‘‘$274’’; 
(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘$485’’ 

and inserting ‘‘$550’’; 
(3) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘$485’’ and 

inserting ‘‘$550’’; and 
(4) in subsection (c)(2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$392’’ and inserting ‘‘$445’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘$294’’ and inserting ‘‘$333’’; 

and 
(C) by striking ‘‘$196’’ and inserting ‘‘$222’’. 
(b) CORRESPONDENCE COURSE.—Section 

3534(b) is amended by striking ‘‘$485’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$550. 

(c) SPECIAL RESTORATIVE TRAINING.—Sec-
tion 3542(a) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$485’’ and inserting ‘‘$550’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘$152’’ each place it appears 

and inserting ‘‘$172’’; and 
(3) by striking ‘‘$16.16’’ and inserting 

‘‘$18.35’’. 
(d) APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING.—Section 

3687(b)(2) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘$353’’ and inserting ‘‘$401’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘$264’’ and inserting ‘‘$299’’; 
(3) by striking ‘‘$175’’ and inserting ‘‘$198’’; 

and 
(4) by striking ‘‘$88’’ and inserting ‘‘$99’’. 
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect to 
educational assistance paid for months after 
September 1999. 
SEC. 204. ELIGIBILITY OF MEMBERS OF THE 

ARMED FORCES TO WITHDRAW 
ELECTIONS NOT TO RECEIVE MONT-
GOMERY GI BILL BASIC EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) MEMBERS ON ACTIVE DUTY.—Section 
3011(c) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(4)(A) An individual who makes an elec-
tion under paragraph (1) may withdraw the 
election at any time before the discharge or 
release of the individual from active duty in 
the Armed Forces. An individual who with-
draws such an election shall be entitled to 
basic educational assistance under this chap-
ter. 

‘‘(B) The withdrawal of an election under 
this paragraph shall be made in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
of Defense or by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation with respect to the Coast Guard when 
it is not operating as a service in the Navy. 

‘‘(C)(i) In the case of an individual who 
withdraws an election under this para-
graph— 

‘‘(I) the basic pay of the individual shall be 
reduced by $100 for each month after the 
month in which the election is made until 

the total amount of such reductions equals 
$1,500; or 

‘‘(II) to the extent that basic pay is not so 
reduced before the individual’s discharge or 
release from active duty in the Armed 
Forces, the Secretary shall collect from the 
individual an amount equal to the difference 
between $1,500 and the total amount of re-
ductions under subclause (I). 

‘‘(ii) An individual described in clause (i) 
may pay the Secretary at any time an 
amount equal to the total amount of the re-
duction in basic pay otherwise required with 
respect to the individual under that clause 
minus the total amount of reductions of 
basic pay of the individual under that clause 
at the time of the payment under this 
clause. 

‘‘(iii) The second sentence of subsection (b) 
shall apply to any reductions in basic pay 
under clause (i)(I). 

‘‘(iv) Amounts collected under clause (i)(II) 
and amounts paid under clause (ii) shall be 
deposited into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

‘‘(D) The withdrawal of an election under 
this paragraph is irrevocable.’’. 

(b) MEMBERS OF SELECTED RESERVE.—Sec-
tion 3012(d) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(4)(A) An individual who makes an elec-
tion under paragraph (1) may withdraw the 
election at any time before the discharge or 
release of the individual from the Armed 
Forces. An individual who withdraws such an 
election shall be entitled to basic edu-
cational assistance under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) The withdrawal of an election under 
this paragraph shall be made in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary 
of Defense or by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation with respect to the Coast Guard when 
it is not operating as a service in the Navy. 

‘‘(C)(i) In the case of an individual who 
withdraws an election under this para-
graph— 

‘‘(I) the basic pay or compensation of the 
individual shall be reduced by $100 for each 
month after the month in which the election 
is made until the total amount of such re-
ductions equals $1,500; or 

‘‘(II) to the extent that basic pay or com-
pensation is not so reduced before the indi-
vidual’s discharge or release from the Armed 
Forces, the Secretary shall collect from the 
individual an amount equal to the difference 
between $1,500 and the total amount of re-
ductions under subclause (I). 

‘‘(ii) An individual described in clause (i) 
may pay the Secretary at any time an 
amount equal to the total amount of the re-
duction in basic pay or compensation other-
wise required with respect to the individual 
under that clause minus the total amount of 
reductions of basic pay or compensation of 
the individual under that clause at the time 
of the payment under this clause. 

‘‘(iii) The second sentence of subsection (c) 
shall apply to any reductions in basic pay or 
compensation under clause (i)(I). 

‘‘(iv) Amounts collected under clause (i)(II) 
and amounts paid under clause (ii) shall be 
deposited into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

‘‘(D) The withdrawal of an election under 
this paragraph is irrevocable.’’. 
SEC. 205. ACCELERATED PAYMENTS OF BASIC 

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 
Section 3014 is amended— 
(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘The Sec-

retary’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
‘‘(b)(1) The Secretary may make payments 

of basic educational assistance under this 
subchapter on an accelerated basis. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may pay basic edu-
cational assistance on an accelerated basis 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00084 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5591 May 19, 1999 
under this subsection only to an individual 
entitled to payment of such assistance under 
this subchapter who has made a request for 
payment of such assistance on an acceler-
ated basis. 

‘‘(3) In the event an adjustment under sec-
tion 3015(g) of this title in the monthly rate 
of basic educational assistance will occur 
during a period for which a payment of such 
assistance is made on an accelerated basis 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
pay on an accelerated basis the amount of 
such assistance otherwise payable under this 
subchapter for the period without regard to 
the adjustment under that section. 

‘‘(4) The entitlement to basic educational 
assistance under this subchapter of an indi-
vidual who is paid such assistance on an ac-
celerated basis under this subsection shall be 
charged at a rate equal to one month for 
each month of the period covered by the ac-
celerated payment of such assistance. 

‘‘(5) Basic educational assistance shall be 
paid on an accelerated basis under this sub-
section as follows: 

‘‘(A) In the case of assistance for a course 
leading to a standard college degree, at the 
beginning of the quarter, semester, or term 
of the course in a lump-sum amount equiva-
lent to the aggregate amount of monthly as-
sistance otherwise payable under this sub-
chapter for the quarter, semester, or term, 
as the case may be, of the course. 

‘‘(B) In the case of assistance for a course 
other than a course referred to in subpara-
graph (A)— 

‘‘(i) at the later of (I) the beginning of the 
course, or (II) a reasonable time after the re-
quest for payment by the individual con-
cerned; and 

‘‘(ii) in any amount requested by the indi-
vidual concerned within the limit, if any, 
specified in the regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary under paragraph (6), with such 
limit not to exceed the aggregate amount of 
monthly assistance otherwise payable under 
this subchapter for the period of the course. 

‘‘(6) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of making payments of 
basic educational assistance on an acceler-
ated basis under this subsection. Such regu-
lations shall include requirements relating 
to the request for, making and delivery of, 
and receipt and use of such payments and 
may include a limit on the amount payable 
for a course under paragraph (5)(B)(ii).’’. 

TITLE III—MEDICAL CARE 
Subtitle A—Long-Term Care 

SEC. 301. ADULT DAY HEALTH CARE. 
Section 1720(f)(1)(A)(i) is amended by strik-

ing ‘‘subsections (a) through (d) of this sec-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (b) through 
(d) of this section’’. 
SEC. 302. IN-HOME RESPITE CARE SERVICES. 

Section 1720B(b) is amended— 
(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘or nursing home care’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, nursing home care, or home-based 
care’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or in the 
home of a veteran’’ after ‘‘in a Department 
facility’’. 
Subtitle B—Management of Medical Facilities 

and Property 
SEC. 311. DISPOSAL OF DEPARTMENT OF VET-

ERANS AFFAIRS REAL PROPERTY. 
(a) TEMPORARY FLEXIBILITY IN DISPOSAL.— 

(1) Chapter 81 is amended by inserting after 
section 8122 the following new section: 
‘‘§ 8122A. Disposal of real property: temporary 

flexibility in disposal 
‘‘(a)(1) The Secretary may, in accordance 

with this section, dispose of property owned 
by the United States that is administered by 
the Secretary (including improvements and 
equipment associated with the property) by 

transfer, sale, or exchange to a Federal agen-
cy, a State or political subdivision thereof, 
or any public or private entity. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may exercise the au-
thority provided by this section without re-
gard to the following provisions of law: 

‘‘(A) Sections 202 and 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 (40 U.S.C. 483, 484). 

‘‘(B) Section 501 of the Stewart B. McKin-
ney Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
11411). 

‘‘(3) The Secretary may not undertake 
more than 30 transactions for the disposal of 
real property under this section. 

‘‘(b)(1) The Secretary shall obtain com-
pensation in connection with a disposal of 
real property under this section, other than 
by transfer or exchange with another Fed-
eral entity, in an amount equal to the fair 
market value of the property disposed of. 
Such compensation may include in-kind 
compensation. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may use amounts of 
cash compensation received in connection 
with a disposal of real property under this 
section to cover costs incurred by the Sec-
retary for administrative expenses associ-
ated with the disposal. 

‘‘(c)(1) There is in the Treasury a revolving 
fund to be known as the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs Capital Asset Fund (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘Fund’). 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall deposit in the 
Fund the following: 

‘‘(A) Any amounts appropriated pursuant 
to an authorization of appropriations for the 
Fund. 

‘‘(B) Any cash compensation from the dis-
posal of real property under this section, less 
amounts used to cover administrative ex-
penses associated with such disposal under 
subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3)(A) To the extent provided in advance 
in appropriations Acts and subject to sub-
section (e)(2), amounts in the Fund at the be-
ginning of a fiscal year shall be available 
during the fiscal year as follows: 

‘‘(i) For costs associated with the disposal 
of real property under this section, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(I) costs of demolition of facilities and 
improvements; 

‘‘(II) costs of environmental restoration; 
and 

‘‘(III) costs of maintenance and repair of 
property, facilities, and improvements to fa-
cilitate disposal; 

‘‘(ii) To the extent not utilized under 
clause (i) and subject to subparagraph (B)— 

‘‘(I) for construction projects and facility 
leases (other than projects or leases within 
the scope of section 8104(a) of this title) and 
nonrecurring maintenance and operation ac-
tivities (including the procurement and 
maintenance of equipment); 

‘‘(II) for transfer to the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs Medical Care Collections Fund 
established in section 1729A of this title for 
use in accordance with that section; 

‘‘(III) for activities and grants under pro-
grams for providing grants for homeless as-
sistance; and 

‘‘(IV) for transfer to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development for home-
less assistance grants. 

‘‘(iii) To the extent not utilized under 
clauses (i) and (ii), for the establishment and 
maintenance of the database required under 
subsection (d). 

‘‘(B) Of the amounts available under sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) for a fiscal year— 

‘‘(i) an amount equal to 90 percent of such 
amounts shall be available under subclauses 
(I), (II) and (III) of that subparagraph; and 

‘‘(ii) an amount equal to 10 percent of such 
amounts shall be available under subclause 
(IV) of that subparagraph. 

‘‘(4) Amounts in the Fund shall be avail-
able for the purposes specified in paragraph 
(3) without fiscal year limitation. 

‘‘(d) The Secretary shall, in consultation 
with the Administrator of General Services, 
establish and maintain a database of infor-
mation on the real property of the Depart-
ment. The database shall provide informa-
tion that facilitates the management of such 
real property, including the disposal of real 
property under this section. 

‘‘(e)(1) The authority of the Secretary to 
dispose of real property under this section 
shall expire 5 years after the date of the en-
actment of the Veterans Benefits Act of 1999. 

‘‘(2)(A) The Fund shall be available for not 
more than 2 years after the expiration of the 
authority under paragraph (1) for authorized 
uses of the Fund under this section. 

‘‘(B) Any unobligated funds in the Fund at 
the expiration of the availability of the Fund 
under subparagraph (A) shall be transferred 
to and merged with amounts in the Con-
struction, Minor Projects Account. 

‘‘(f) The Secretary shall include with the 
materials that accompany the budget of the 
President for a fiscal year under section 1105 
of title 31 a description, for the year pre-
ceding the year in which the budget is sub-
mitted, of each transaction for the disposal 
of real property carried out under this sec-
tion.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 81 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 8122 the following 
new item: 

‘‘8122A. Disposal of real property: temporary 
flexibility in disposal.’’. 

(b) INITIAL CAPITALIZATION OF FUND.—(1) 
There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs for fiscal year 2000, $10,000,000 for de-
posit in the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Capital Asset Fund established by section 
8122A(c) of title 38, United States Code (as 
added by subsection (a)). 

(2) The Secretary may, for purposes of pro-
viding additional amounts in the Fund, 
transfer to the Fund in fiscal year 2000 
amounts in the following accounts, in the 
order specified: 

(A) Amounts in the Construction, Major 
Projects Account. 

(B) Amounts in the Construction, Minor 
Projects Account. 

(3) The Secretary shall reimburse an ac-
count referred to in paragraph (2) for any 
amounts transferred from the account to the 
Fund under that paragraph. Amounts for 
such reimbursements shall be derived from 
amounts in the Fund. 

(c) MODIFICATIONS OF GENERAL REAL PROP-
ERTY DISPOSAL AUTHORITY.—Paragraph (2) of 
section 8122(a) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in paragraph (3) 
of this subsection, the Secretary may not 
during any fiscal year dispose of any real 
property that is owned by the United States 
and administered by the Secretary unless— 

‘‘(i) the disposal is described in the budget 
submitted to Congress pursuant to section 
1105 of title 31 for that fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) the Department receives compensa-
tion for the disposal equal to fair market 
value of the real property. 

‘‘(B) The use of amounts received by the 
Secretary as a result of the disposal of real 
property under this paragraph shall be gov-
erned by the provisions of section 8122A of 
this title.’’. 

SEC. 312. EXTENSION OF ENHANCED-USE LEASE 
AUTHORITY. 

Section 8169 is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2004’’. 
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Subtitle C—Homeless Veterans 

SEC. 321. EXTENSION OF PROGRAM OF HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE FOR HOMELESS VET-
ERANS. 

Section 3735(c) is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2001’’. 
SEC. 322. HOMELESS VETERANS COMPREHEN-

SIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS. 
(a) PURPOSES OF GRANTS.—Section 3(a) of 

the Homeless Veterans Comprehensive Serv-
ice Programs Act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. 7721 note) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘, and expanding ex-
isting programs for furnishing,’’ after ‘‘new 
programs to furnish’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 12 of that Act (38 U.S.C. 7721 note) is 
amended in the first sentence by inserting 
‘‘and $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
and 2001’’ after ‘‘for fiscal years 1993 through 
1997’’. 
SEC. 323. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR HOMELESS VETERANS’ RE-
INTEGRATION PROJECTS. 

Section 738(e)(1) of the Stewart B. McKin-
ney Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
11448(e)(1) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(H) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
‘‘(I) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.’’. 

SEC. 324. REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF GEN-
ERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REC-
OMMENDATIONS REGARDING PER-
FORMANCE MEASURES. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than three months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives a report containing a detailed plan for 
the evaluation by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs of the effectiveness of programs 
to assist homeless veterans. 

(b) OUTCOME MEASURES.—The plan shall in-
clude outcome measures which determine 
whether veterans are housed and employed 
within six months after housing and employ-
ment are secured for veterans under such 
programs. 

Subtitle D—Other Health Care Provisions 
SEC. 331. TREATMENT AND SERVICES FOR DRUG 

OR ALCOHOL DEPENDENCY. 
Section 1720A(c) is amended— 
(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may not be transferred’’ 

and inserting ‘‘may be transferred’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘unless such transfer is 

during the last thirty days of such member’s 
enlistment or tour of duty’’; and 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking ‘‘during the last thirty days of such 
person’s enlistment period or tour of duty’’. 
SEC. 332. ALLOCATION TO DEPARTMENT OF VET-

ERANS AFFAIRS HEALTH CARE FA-
CILITIES OF AMOUNTS IN MEDICAL 
CARE COLLECTIONS FUND. 

Section 1729A(d) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘(1)’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘each designated health 

care region’’ and inserting ‘‘each Depart-
ment health care facility’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘each region’’ and inserting 
‘‘each facility’’; 

(4) by striking ‘‘such region’’ both places it 
appears and inserting ‘‘such facility’’; and 

(5) by striking paragraph (2). 
SEC. 333. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PERSIAN GULF 

WAR AUTHORITIES. 
(a) THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF NEWSLETTER 

ON MEDICAL CARE.—Section 105(b)(2) of the 
Persian Gulf War Veterans’ Benefits Act 
(title I of Public Law 103–446; 108 Stat. 4659; 
38 U.S.C. 1117 note) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2002’’. 

(b) THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF PROGRAM 
FOR EVALUATION OF HEALTH OF SPOUSES AND 

CHILDREN.—Section 107(b) of Persian Gulf 
War Veterans’ Benefits Act (title I of Public 
Law 103–446; 38 U.S.C. 1117 note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘December 31, 1999’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2002’’. 
SEC. 334. REPORT ON COORDINATION OF PRO-

CUREMENT OF PHARMACEUTICALS 
AND MEDICAL SUPPLIES BY THE DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than March 
31, 2000, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
and the Secretary of Defense shall jointly 
submit to the Committees on Veterans’ Af-
fairs and Armed Services of the Senate and 
the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs and 
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives a report on the cooperation between 
the Department of Veterans Affairs and the 
Department of Defense in the procurement of 
pharmaceuticals and medical supplies. 

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report under 
subsection (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the current cooperation 
between the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the Department of Defense in the pro-
curement of pharmaceuticals and medical 
supplies. 

(2) An assessment of the means by which 
cooperation between the departments in 
such procurement could be enhanced or im-
proved. 

(3) A description of any existing memo-
randa of agreement between the Department 
of Veterans Affairs and the Department of 
Defense that provide for the cooperation re-
ferred to in subsection (a). 

(4) A description of the effects, if any, such 
agreements will have on current staffing lev-
els at the Defense Supply Center Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania, and the Department of 
Veterans Affairs National Acquisition Center 
in Hines, Illinois. 

(5) A description of the effects, if any, of 
such cooperation on military readiness. 

(6) A comprehensive assessment of cost 
savings realized and projected over the five 
fiscal year period beginning in fiscal year 
1999 for the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the Department of Defense as a result of 
such cooperation, and the overall savings to 
the Treasury of the United States as a result 
of such cooperation. 

(7) A list of the types of medical supplies 
and pharmaceuticals for which cooperative 
agreements would not be appropriate and the 
reason or reasons therefor. 

(8) An assessment of the extent to which 
cooperative agreements could be expanded to 
include medical equipment, major systems, 
and durable goods used in the delivery of 
health care by the Department of Veterans 
Affairs and the Department of Defense. 

(9) A description of the effects such agree-
ments might have on distribution of items 
purchased cooperatively by the Department 
of Veterans Affairs and the Department of 
Defense, particularly outside the continental 
United States. 

(10) An assessment of the potential to es-
tablish common pharmaceutical formularies 
between the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and the Department of Defense. 

(11) An explanation of the current Uniform 
Product Number (UPN) requirements of each 
Department and of any planned standardiza-
tion of such requirements between the De-
partments for medical equipment and dura-
ble goods manufacturers. 

Subtitle E—Major Medical Facility Projects 
Construction Authorization 

SEC. 341. AUTHORIZATION OF MAJOR MEDICAL 
FACILITY PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may carry out the following 
major medical facility projects, with reach 

project to be carried out in the amount spec-
ified for that project: 

(1) Construction of a long term care facil-
ity at the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center, Lebanon, Pennsylvania, in 
an amount not to exceed $14,500,000. 

(2) Renovations and environmental im-
provements at the Department of Veterans 
Affairs Medical Center, Fargo, North Da-
kota, in an amount not to exceed $12,000,000. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs for fiscal year 2000 for the Construc-
tion, Major Projects, Account $200,100,000 for 
the projects authorized in subsection (a) and 
for the continuation of projects authorized 
in section 701(a) of the Veterans Programs 
Enhancement Act of 1998 (Public Law 105– 
368; 112 Stat. 3348). 

(2) LIMITATION ON FISCAL YEAR 2000 
PROJECTS.—The projects authorized in sub-
section (a) may only be carried out using— 

(A) funds appropriated for fiscal year 2000 
pursuant to the authorizations of appropria-
tions in subsection (a); 

(B) funds appropriated for Construction, 
Major Projects, for a fiscal year before fiscal 
year 2000 that remain available for obliga-
tion; and 

(C) funds appropriated for Construction, 
Major Projects, for fiscal year 2000 for a cat-
egory of activity not specific to a project. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1999 PROJECTS.—Section 703(b)(1) of the 
Veterans Programs Enhancement Act of 1998 
(112 Stat. 3349) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph (B): 

‘‘(B) funds appropriated for fiscal year 2000 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions in section 341(b)(1) of the Veterans Ben-
efits Act of 1999;’’. 

TITLE IV—OTHER BENEFITS MATTERS 

SEC. 401. PAYMENT RATE OF CERTAIN BURIAL 
BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN FILIPINO 
VETERANS. 

(a) PAYMENT RATE.—Section 107 is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Pay-
ments’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection 
(c), payments’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c)(1) In the case of an individual de-

scribed in paragraph (2), payments under sec-
tion 2302 or 2303 of this title by reason of sub-
section (a)(3) shall be made at the rate of $1 
for each dollar authorized. 

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) applies to any individual 
whose service is described in subsection (a) if 
the individual, on the individual’s date of 
death— 

‘‘(A) is a citizen of the United States; 
‘‘(B) is residing in the United States; and 
‘‘(C) either— 
‘‘(i) is receiving compensation under chap-

ter 11 of this title; or 
‘‘(ii) if such service had been deemed to be 

active military, naval, or air service, would 
have been paid pension under section 1521 of 
this title without denial or discontinuance 
by reason of section 1522 of this title.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—No benefits shall ac-
crue to any person for any period before the 
effective date of this Act by reason of the 
amendments made by subsection (a). 

SEC. 402. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO MAIN-
TAIN A REGIONAL OFFICE IN THE 
REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES. 

Section 315(b) is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2004’’. 
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SEC. 403. EXTENSION OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

ON MINORITY VETERANS. 
Section 544(e) is amended by striking ‘‘De-

cember 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2004’’. 
SEC. 404. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS 

OF BENEFITS TO INCOMPETENT IN-
STITUTIONALIZED VETERANS. 

Section 5503 is amended— 
(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c); and 
(2) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), 

and (f) as subsections (b), (c), and (d), respec-
tively. 
SEC. 405. CLARIFICATION OF VETERANS EMPLOY-

MENT OPPORTUNITIES. 
(a) CLARIFICATION.—Section 3304(f) of title 

5, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking paragraph (4); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 

as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-

lowing new paragraph (2): 
‘‘(2) If selected, a preference eligible or vet-

eran described in paragraph (1) shall acquire 
competitive status and shall receive a career 
or career-conditional appointment, as appro-
priate.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the amendment made to section 
3304 of title 5, United States Code, by section 
2 of the Veterans Employment Opportunities 
Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–339; 112 Stat. 
3182), to which such amendments relate. 

TITLE V—MEMORIAL AFFAIRS 
Subtitle A—Arlington National Cemetery 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Arling-

ton National Cemetery Burial and 
Inurnment Eligibility Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 502. PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR BURIAL IN AR-

LINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 24 is amended 

by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 2412. Arlington National Cemetery: persons 

eligible for burial 
‘‘(a) PRIMARY ELIGIBILITY.—The remains of 

the following individuals may be buried in 
Arlington National Cemetery: 

‘‘(1) Any member of the Armed Forces who 
dies while on active duty. 

‘‘(2) Any retired member of the Armed 
Forces and any person who served on active 
duty and at the time of death was entitled 
(or but for age would have been entitled) to 
retired pay under chapter 1223 of title 10. 

‘‘(3) Any former member of the Armed 
Forces separated for physical disability be-
fore October 1, 1949, who— 

‘‘(A) served on active duty; and 
‘‘(B) would have been eligible for retire-

ment under the provisions of section 1201 of 
title 10 (relating to retirement for disability) 
had that section been in effect on the date of 
separation of the member. 

‘‘(4) Any former member of the Armed 
Forces whose last active duty military serv-
ice terminated honorably and who has been 
awarded one of the following decorations: 

‘‘(A) Medal of Honor. 
‘‘(B) Distinguished Service Cross, Air 

Force Cross, or Navy Cross. 
‘‘(C) Distinguished Service Medal. 
‘‘(D) Silver Star. 
‘‘(E) Purple Heart. 
‘‘(5) Any former prisoner of war who dies 

on or after November 30, 1993. 
‘‘(6) The President or any former Presi-

dent. 
‘‘(7) Any former member of the Armed 

Forces whose last discharge or separation 
from active duty was under honorable condi-
tions and who is or was one of the following: 

‘‘(A) Vice President. 
‘‘(B) Member of Congress. 

‘‘(C) Chief Justice or Associate Justice of 
the Supreme Court. 

‘‘(D) The head of an Executive department 
(as such departments are listed in section 101 
of title 5). 

‘‘(E) An individual who served in the for-
eign or national security services, if such in-
dividual died as a result of a hostile action 
outside the United States in the course of 
such service. 

‘‘(8) Any individual whose eligibility is au-
thorized in accordance with subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS OF BUR-
IAL.—(1) Subject to paragraph (4), in the case 
of a former member of the Armed Forces not 
otherwise covered by subsection (a) whose 
last discharge or separation from active duty 
was under honorable conditions, if the Sec-
retary of Defense makes a determination re-
ferred to in paragraph (3) with respect to 
such member, the Secretary of Defense may 
authorize the burial of the remains of such 
former member in Arlington National Ceme-
tery under subsection (a)(8). 

‘‘(2) Subject to paragraph (4), in the case of 
any individual not otherwise covered by sub-
section (a) or paragraph (1), if the President 
makes a determination referred to in para-
graph (3) with respect to such individual, the 
President may authorize the burial of the re-
mains of such individual in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery under subsection (a)(8). 

‘‘(3) A determination referred to in para-
graph (1) or (2) is a determination that the 
acts, service, or other contributions to the 
Nation of the former member or individual 
concerned are of equal or similar merit to 
the acts, service, or other contributions to 
the Nation of any of the persons listed in 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(4) A burial may be authorized under 
paragraph (1) or (2) only after consultation 
with respect to the burial by the Secretary 
of Defense with the Chairmen and Ranking 
Members of the Committees on Veterans’ Af-
fairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

‘‘(5)(A) In the case of an authorization for 
burial under this subsection, the President 
or the Secretary of Defense, as the case may 
be, shall submit to the Committees on Vet-
erans’ Affairs of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives a report on the authoriza-
tion not later than 72 hours after the author-
ization. 

‘‘(B) Each report under subparagraph (A) 
shall— 

‘‘(i) identify the individual authorized for 
burial; and 

‘‘(ii) provide a justification for the author-
ization for burial. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY OF FAMILY MEMBERS.—The 
remains of the following individuals may be 
buried in Arlington National Cemetery: 

‘‘(1) The spouse, surviving spouse, minor 
child, and, at the discretion of the Super-
intendent, unmarried adult child of a person 
listed in subsection (a), but only if buried in 
the same gravesite as that person. 

‘‘(2)(A) The spouse, minor child, and, at the 
discretion of the Superintendent, unmarried 
adult child of a member of the Armed Forces 
on active duty if such spouse, minor child, or 
unmarried adult child dies while such mem-
ber is on active duty. 

‘‘(B) The individual whose spouse, minor 
child, and unmarried adult child is eligible 
under subparagraph (A), but only if buried in 
the same gravesite as the spouse, minor 
child, or unmarried adult child. 

‘‘(3) The parents of a minor child or unmar-
ried adult child whose remains, based on the 
eligibility of a parent, are already buried in 
Arlington National Cemetery, but only if 
buried in the same gravesite as that minor 
child or unmarried adult child. 

‘‘(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the 
surviving spouse, minor child, and, at the 

discretion of the Superintendent, unmarried 
adult child of a member of the Armed Forces 
who was lost, buried at sea, or officially de-
termined to be permanently absent in a sta-
tus of missing or missing in action. 

‘‘(B) A person is not eligible under subpara-
graph (A) if a memorial to honor the mem-
ory of the member is placed in a cemetery in 
the national cemetery system, unless the 
memorial is removed. A memorial removed 
under this subparagraph may be placed, at 
the discretion of the Superintendent, in Ar-
lington National Cemetery. 

‘‘(5) The surviving spouse, minor child, 
and, at the discretion of the Superintendent, 
unmarried adult child of a member of the 
Armed Forces buried in a cemetery under 
the jurisdiction of the American Battle 
Monuments Commission. 

‘‘(d) SPOUSES.—For purposes of subsection 
(c)(1), a surviving spouse of a person whose 
remains are buried in Arlington National 
Cemetery by reason of eligibility under sub-
section (a) who has remarried is eligible for 
burial in the same gravesite of that person. 
The spouse of the surviving spouse is not eli-
gible for burial in such gravesite. 

‘‘(e) DISABLED ADULT UNMARRIED CHIL-
DREN.—In the case of an unmarried adult 
child who is incapable of self-support up to 
the time of death because of a physical or 
mental condition, the child may be buried 
under subsection (c) without requirement for 
approval by the Superintendent under that 
subsection if the burial is in the same 
gravesite as the gravesite in which the par-
ent, who is eligible for burial under sub-
section (a), has been or will be buried. 

‘‘(f) FAMILY MEMBERS OF PERSONS BURIED 
IN A GROUP GRAVESITE.—In the case of a per-
son eligible for burial under subsection (a) 
who is buried in Arlington National Ceme-
tery as part of a group burial, the surviving 
spouse, minor child, or unmarried adult child 
of the member may not be buried in the 
group gravesite. 

‘‘(g) EXCLUSIVE AUTHORITY FOR BURIAL IN 
ARLINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY.—Eligibility 
for burial of remains in Arlington National 
Cemetery prescribed under this section is the 
exclusive eligibility for such burial. 

‘‘(h) APPLICATION FOR BURIAL.—A request 
for burial of remains of an individual in Ar-
lington National Cemetery made before the 
death of the individual may not be consid-
ered by the Secretary of the Army, the Sec-
retary of Defense, or any other responsible 
official. 

‘‘(i) REGISTER OF BURIED INDIVIDUALS.—(1) 
The Secretary of the Army shall maintain a 
register of each individual buried in Arling-
ton National Cemetery and shall make such 
register available to the public. 

‘‘(2) With respect to each such individual 
buried on or after January 1, 1998, the reg-
ister shall include a brief description of the 
basis of eligibility of the individual for bur-
ial in Arlington National Cemetery. 

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) The term ‘retired member of the 
Armed Forces’ means— 

‘‘(A) any member of the Armed Forces on 
a retired list who served on active duty and 
who is entitled to retired pay; 

‘‘(B) any member of the Fleet Reserve or 
Fleet Marine Corps Reserve who served on 
active duty and who is entitled to retainer 
pay; and 

‘‘(C) any member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces who has served on active 
duty and who has received notice from the 
Secretary concerned under section 12731(d) of 
title 10 of eligibility for retired pay under 
chapter 1223 of title 10. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘former member of the 
Armed Forces’ includes a person whose serv-
ice is considered active duty service pursu-
ant to a determination of the Secretary of 
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Defense under section 401 of Public Law 95– 
202 (38 U.S.C. 106 note). 

‘‘(3) The term ‘Superintendent’ means the 
Superintendent of Arlington National Ceme-
tery.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 24 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
‘‘2412. Arlington National Cemetery: persons 

eligible for burial.’’. 
(b) PUBLICATION OF UPDATED PAMPHLET.— 

Not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall publish an updated pamphlet de-
scribing eligibility for burial in Arlington 
National Cemetery. The pamphlet shall re-
flect the provisions of section 2412 of title 38, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a). 

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2402(7) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(or but for age would have 
been entitled)’’ after ‘‘was entitled’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘chapter 67’’ and inserting 
‘‘chapter 1223’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘or would have been enti-
tled to’’ and all that follows and inserting a 
period. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 2412 of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall apply with respect to indi-
viduals dying on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 503. PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR PLACEMENT IN 

THE COLUMBARIUM IN ARLINGTON 
NATIONAL CEMETERY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 24 is amended 
by adding after section 2412, as added by sec-
tion 501(a)(1) of this Act, the following new 
section: 
‘‘§ 2413. Arlington National Cemetery: persons 

eligible for placement in columbarium 
‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—The cremated remains of 

the following individuals may be placed in 
the columbarium in Arlington National 
Cemetery: 

‘‘(1) A person eligible for burial in Arling-
ton National Cemetery under section 2412 of 
this title. 

‘‘(2)(A) A veteran whose last period of ac-
tive duty service (other than active duty for 
training) ended honorably. 

‘‘(B) The spouse, surviving spouse, minor 
child, and, at the discretion of the Super-
intendent of Arlington National Cemetery, 
unmarried adult child of such a veteran. 

‘‘(b) SPOUSE.—Section 2412(d) of this title 
shall apply to a spouse under this section in 
the same manner as it applies to a spouse 
under section 2412 of this title.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 24 is amended by adding after sec-
tion 2412, as added by section 501(a)(2) of this 
Act, the following new item: 
‘‘2413. Arlington National Cemetery: persons 

eligible for placement in col-
umbarium.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 2413 of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall apply with respect to indi-
viduals dying on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

Subtitle B—World War II Memorial 
SEC. 511. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘World 
War II Memorial Completion Act’’. 
SEC. 512. FUND RAISING BY AMERICAN BATTLE 

MONUMENTS COMMISSION FOR 
WORLD WAR II MEMORIAL. 

(a) CODIFICATION OF EXISTING AUTHORITY; 
EXPANSION OF AUTHORITY.—(1) Chapter 21 of 
title 36, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 2113. World War II memorial in the District 

of Columbia 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) The term ‘World War II memorial’ 
means the memorial authorized by Public 
Law 103–32 (107 Stat. 90) to be established by 
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion on Federal land in the District of Co-
lumbia or its environs to honor members of 
the Armed Forces who served in World War 
II and to commemorate the participation of 
the United States in that war. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘Commission’ means the 
American Battle Monuments Commission. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘memorial fund’ means the 
fund created by subsection (c). 

‘‘(b) SOLICITATION AND ACCEPTANCE OF CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—Consistent with the authority 
of the Commission under section 2103(e) of 
this title, the Commission shall solicit and 
accept contributions for the World War II 
memorial. 

‘‘(c) CREATION OF MEMORIAL FUND.—(1) 
There is hereby created in the Treasury a 
fund for the World War II memorial, which 
shall consist of the following: 

‘‘(A) Amounts deposited, and interest and 
proceeds credited, under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(B) Obligations obtained under paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(C) The amount of surcharges paid to the 
Commission for the World War II memorial 
under the World War II 50th Anniversary 
Commemorative Coins Act. 

‘‘(D) Amounts borrowed using the author-
ity provided under subsection (e). 

‘‘(E) Any funds received by the Commis-
sion under section 2103(l) of this title in ex-
change for use of, or the right to use, any 
mark, copyright or patent. 

‘‘(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall 
deposit in the memorial fund the amounts 
accepted as contributions under subsection 
(b). The Secretary of the Treasury shall cred-
it to the memorial fund the interest on, and 
the proceeds from sale or redemption of, ob-
ligations held in the memorial fund. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
invest any portion of the memorial fund 
that, as determined by the Chairman of the 
Commission, is not required to meet current 
expenses. Each investment shall be made in 
an interest bearing obligation of the United 
States or an obligation guaranteed as to 
principal and interest by the United States 
that, as determined by the Chairman of the 
Commission, has a maturity suitable for the 
memorial fund. 

‘‘(d) USE OF MEMORIAL FUND.—The memo-
rial fund shall be available to the Commis-
sion for— 

‘‘(1) the expenses of establishing the World 
War II memorial, including the maintenance 
and preservation amount provided for in sec-
tion 8(b) of the Commemorative Works Act 
(40 U.S.C. 1008(b)); 

‘‘(2) such other expenses, other than rou-
tine maintenance, with respect to the World 
War II memorial as the Commission con-
siders warranted; and 

‘‘(3) to secure, obtain, register, enforce, 
protect, and license any mark, copyright or 
patent that is owned by, assigned to, or li-
censed to the Commission under section 
2103(l) of this title to aid or facilitate the 
construction of the World War II memorial. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL BORROWING AUTHORITY.—(1) 
To assure that groundbreaking, construc-
tion, and dedication of the World War II me-
morial are completed on a timely basis, the 
Commission may borrow money from the 
Treasury of the United States in such 
amounts as the Commission considers nec-
essary, but not to exceed a total of 
$65,000,000. Borrowed amounts shall bear in-
terest at a rate determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, taking into consideration 
the average market yield on outstanding 
marketable obligations of the United States 
of comparable maturities during the month 
preceding the month in which the obliga-

tions of the Commission are issued. The in-
terest payments on such obligations may be 
deferred with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Treasury, but any interest payment so 
deferred shall also bear interest. 

‘‘(2) The borrowing of money by the Com-
mission under paragraph (1) shall be subject 
to such maturities, terms, and conditions as 
may be agreed upon by the Commission and 
the Secretary of the Treasury, except that 
the maturities may not exceed 20 years and 
such borrowings may be redeemable at the 
option of the Commission before maturity. 

‘‘(3) The obligations of the Commission 
shall be issued in amounts and at prices ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Treasury. The 
authority of the Commission to issue obliga-
tions under this subsection shall remain 
available without fiscal year limitation. The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall purchase any 
obligations of the Commission to be issued 
under this subsection, and for such purpose 
the Secretary of the Treasury may use as a 
public debt transaction of the United States 
the proceeds from the sale of any securities 
issued under chapter 31 of title 31. The pur-
poses for which securities may be issued 
under such chapter are extended to include 
any purchase of the Commission’s obliga-
tions under this subsection. 

‘‘(4) Repayment of the interest and prin-
cipal on any funds borrowed by the Commis-
sion under paragraph (1) shall be made from 
amounts in the memorial fund. The Commis-
sion may not use for such purpose any funds 
appropriated for any other activities of the 
Commission. 

‘‘(f) TREATMENT OF BORROWING AUTHOR-
ITY.—In determining whether the Commis-
sion has sufficient funds to complete con-
struction of the World War II memorial, as 
required by section 8 of the Commemorative 
Works Act (40 U.S.C. 1008), the Secretary of 
the Interior shall consider the funds that the 
Commission may borrow from the Treasury 
under subsection (e) as funds available to 
complete construction of the memorial, 
whether or not the Commission has actually 
exercised the authority to borrow such 
funds. 

‘‘(g) VOLUNTARY SERVICES.—(1) Notwith-
standing section 1342 of title 31, the Commis-
sion may accept from any person voluntary 
services to be provided in furtherance of the 
fund-raising activities of the Commission re-
lating to the World War II memorial. 

‘‘(2) A person providing voluntary services 
under this subsection shall be considered to 
be a Federal employee for purposes of chap-
ter 81 of title 5, relating to compensation for 
work-related injuries, and chapter 171 of title 
28, relating to tort claims. A volunteer who 
is not otherwise employed by the Federal 
Government shall not be considered to be a 
Federal employee for any other purpose by 
reason of the provision of such voluntary 
service, except that any volunteers given re-
sponsibility for the handling of funds or the 
carrying out of a Federal function are sub-
ject to the conflict of interest laws contained 
in chapter 11 of title 18, and the administra-
tive standards of conduct contained in part 
2635 of title 5, Code of Federal Regulations. 

‘‘(3) The Commission may provide for reim-
bursement of incidental expenses which are 
incurred by a person providing voluntary 
services under this subsection. The Commis-
sion shall determine which expenses are eli-
gible for reimbursement under this para-
graph. 

‘‘(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to require Federal employees to 
work without compensation or to allow the 
use of volunteer services to displace or re-
place Federal employees. 

‘‘(h) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRACTS.— 
A contract entered into by the Commission 
for the design or construction of the World 
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War II memorial is not funding agreement as 
that term is defined in section 201 of title 35. 

‘‘(i) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH 
MEMORIAL.—Notwithstanding section 10 of 
the Commemorative Works Act (40 U.S.C. 
1010), the legislative authorization for the 
construction of the World War II memorial 
contained in Public Law 103–32 (107 Stat. 90) 
shall not expire until December 31, 2005.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 21 of title 36, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
‘‘2113. World War II memorial in the District 

of Columbia.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Public Law 

103–32 (107 Stat. 90) is amended by striking 
sections 3, 4, and 5. 

(c) EFFECT OF REPEAL OF CURRENT MEMO-
RIAL FUND.—Upon the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer amounts in the fund created 
by section 4(a) of Public Law 103–32 (107 Stat. 
91) to the fund created by section 2113 of title 
36, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a). 
SEC. 513. GENERAL AUTHORITY OF AMERICAN 

BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 
TO SOLICIT AND RECEIVE CON-
TRIBUTIONS. 

Subsection (e) of section 2103 of title 36, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(e) SOLICITATION AND RECEIPT OF CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—(1) The Commission may solicit 
and receive funds and in-kind donations and 
gifts from any State, municipal, or private 
source to carry out the purposes of this chap-
ter. The Commission shall deposit such funds 
in a separate account in the Treasury. Funds 
from this account shall be disbursed upon 
vouchers approved by the Chairman of the 
Commission as well as by a Federal official 
authorized to sign payment vouchers. 

‘‘(2) The Commission shall establish writ-
ten guidelines setting forth the criteria to be 
used in determining whether the acceptance 
of funds and in-kind donations and gifts 
under paragraph (1) would— 

‘‘(A) reflect unfavorably on the ability of 
the Commission, or any employee of the 
Commission, to carry out the responsibilities 
or official duties of the Commission in a fair 
and objective manner; or 

‘‘(B) compromise the integrity or the ap-
pearance of the integrity of the programs of 
the Commission or any official involved in 
those programs.’’. 
SEC. 514. INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY AND RE-

LATED ITEMS. 
Section 2103 of title 36, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(l) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY AND RELATED 
ITEMS.—(1) The Commission may— 

‘‘(A) adopt, use, register, and license trade-
marks, service marks, and other marks; 

‘‘(B) obtain, use, register, and license the 
use of copyrights consistent with section 105 
of title 17; 

‘‘(C) obtain, use, and license patents; and 
‘‘(D) accept gifts of marks, copyrights, pat-

ents and licenses for use by the Commission. 
‘‘(2) The Commission may grant exclusive 

and nonexclusive licenses in connection with 
any mark, copyright, patent, or license for 
the use of such mark, copyright or patent, 
except to extent the grant of such license by 
the Commission would be contrary to any 
contract or license by which the use of such 
mark, copyright or patent was obtained. 

‘‘(3) The Commission may enforce any 
mark, copyright, or patent by an action in 
the district courts under any law providing 
for the protection of such marks, copyrights, 
or patents. 

‘‘(4) The Attorney General shall furnish 
the Commission with such legal representa-

tion as the Commission may require under 
paragraph (3). The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide representation for the Commission 
in administrative proceedings before the 
Patent and Trademark Office and Copyright 
Office. 

‘‘(5) Section 203 of title 17 shall not apply 
to any copyright transferred in any manner 
to the Commission.’’. 

TITLE VI—UNITED STATES COURT OF 
APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS 

SEC. 601. STAGGERED RETIREMENT OF JUDGES. 
(a) STAGGERED ELIGIBILITY FOR EARLY RE-

TIREMENT.—Notwithstanding section 7296 of 
title 38, United States Code, judges of the 
United States Court of Appeals for Veterans 
Claims described in subsection (b) shall be 
eligible to retire from the Court without re-
gard to the actual date of expiration of their 
terms as judges of the Court, as follows: 

(1) One individual in 2001. 
(2) Two individuals in each of 2002 and 2003. 
(b) COVERED JUDGES.—A judge of the 

United States Court of Appeals for Veterans 
Claims is eligible to retire under this section 
if at the time of retirement the judge— 

(1) is an associate judge of the Court who 
has at least 10 years of service on the Court 
creditable under section 7296 of title 38, 
United States Code; 

(2) has made an election to receive retired 
pay under section 7296 of such title; 

(3) has at least 20 years of service allowable 
under section 7297(l) of such title; 

(4) is at least fifty-five years of age; 
(5) has years of age, years of service cred-

itable under section 7296 of such title, and 
years of service allowable under section 
7297(l) of such title not creditable under sec-
tion 7296 of such title that total at least 80; 
and 

(6) either— 
(A) is the most senior associate judge of 

the Court to submit notice of an election to 
retire under subsection (c) in 2001; or 

(B) is one of the two most senior associate 
judges of the Court to submit notice of an 
election to retire under that subsection in 
2002 or 2003, as applicable. 

(c) ELECTION OF INTENT TO RETIRE.—(1) A 
judge seeking to retire under this section 
shall submit to the President and the chief 
judge of the United States Court of Appeals 
for Veterans Claims written notice of an 
election to so retire not later than April 1 of 
the year in which the judge seeks to so re-
tire. 

(2) A notice of election to retire under this 
subsection for a judge shall specify the re-
tirement date of the judge. That date shall 
meet the requirements for a retirement date 
set forth in subsection (d)(1). 

(3) An election to retire under this section, 
if accepted by the President, is irrevocable. 

(d) RETIREMENT.—(1) A judge whose elec-
tion to retire under this section is accepted 
shall retire in the year in which notice of the 
judge’s election to retire is submitted under 
subsection (c)(1). The retirement date shall 
be not later than 90 days after the date of the 
submittal of the election to retire under that 
subsection. 

(2)(A) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law and except as provided in subpara-
graph (B), a judge retiring under this section 
shall be deemed to have retired under section 
7296(b)(1) of title 38, United States Code. 

(B) The rate of retired pay for a judge re-
tiring under this section shall, as of the date 
of such judge’s retirement, be equal to the 
rate of retired pay otherwise applicable to 
the judge under section 7296(c)(1) of such 
title as of such date multiplied by the frac-
tion in which— 

(i) the numerator is the sum of the number 
of the judge’s years of service as a judge of 
the United States Court of Appeals for Vet-

erans Claims creditable under section 7296 of 
such title and the age of such judge; and 

(ii) the denominator is 80. 
(e) DUTY OF ACTUARY.—Section 7298(e)(2) is 

amended— 
(1) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (D); and 
(2) by insert after subparagraph (B) the fol-

lowing new subparagraph (C): 
‘‘(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B) of 

this paragraph, the term ‘present value’ in-
cludes a value determined by an actuary 
with respect to a payment that may be made 
under subsection (b) from the retirement 
fund within the contemplation of law.’’. 
SEC. 602. RECALL OF RETIRED JUDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 
72 is amended by inserting after section 7254 
the following new section: 
‘‘§ 7254a. Recall of retired judges 

‘‘(a) The chief judge of the United States 
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims may 
recall to the Court any individual described 
in subsection (b) if— 

‘‘(1) a vacancy exists in a position of asso-
ciate judge of the Court; or 

‘‘(2) the chief judge determines that the re-
call is necessary to meet the anticipated 
case work of the Court. 

‘‘(b) An individual eligible for recall to the 
Court under this section is any individual 
who— 

‘‘(1) has retired as a judge of the Court 
under the provisions of section 7296 of this 
title or the provisions of chapter 83 or 84 of 
title 5, as applicable; and 

‘‘(2) has submitted to the chief judge of the 
Court a notice of election to be so recalled. 

‘‘(c)(1) Upon determining to recall an indi-
vidual to the Court under this section, the 
chief judge shall certify in writing to the 
President that— 

‘‘(A) the individual to be recalled is needed 
to perform substantial service for the Court; 
and 

‘‘(B) such service is required for a specified 
period of time. 

‘‘(2) The chief judge shall provide a copy of 
any certification submitted to the President 
under paragraph (1) to the Committees on 
Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

‘‘(3)(A) An individual may be recalled to 
the Court under this section only with the 
written consent of the individual. 

‘‘(B) The individual shall be recalled only 
for the period of time specified in the certifi-
cation with respect to the individual under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(d) An individual recalled to the Court 
under this section may exercise all of the 
powers and duties of office of a judge of the 
Court in active service on the Court. 

‘‘(e)(1) An individual recalled to the Court 
under this section shall, during the period 
for which the individual serves in recall sta-
tus under this section, be paid pay at a rate 
equivalent to the rate of pay in effect under 
section 7253(e)(2) of this title for a judge 
serving on the Court minus the amount of 
retired pay paid to the individual under sec-
tion 7296 of this title or of an annuity under 
the provisions of chapter 83 or 84 of title 5, as 
applicable. 

‘‘(2) Amounts paid an individual under this 
subsection shall not be treated as compensa-
tion for employment with the United States 
for purposes of section 7296(e) of this title or 
any provision of title 5 relating to the re-
ceipt or forfeiture of retired pay or retire-
ment annuities by a person accepting com-
pensation for employment with the United 
States. 

‘‘(f)(1) Except as provided in subsection (e), 
an individual recalled to the Court under 
this section who retired under the applicable 
provisions of title 5 shall be considered to be 
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a reemployed annuitant under chapter 83 or 
84 of title 5, as applicable. 

‘‘(2) Nothing in this section shall affect the 
right of an individual who retired under the 
provisions of chapter 83 or 84 of title 5 to 
serve otherwise as a reemployed annuitant 
in accordance with the provisions of title 5.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 72 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 7254 the following new item: 
‘‘7254a. Recall of retired judges.’’. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BYRD, Mr. REID, 
Mr. BAYH, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 1077. A bill to dedicate the new 
Amtrak station in New York, New 
York, to Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOY-
NIHAN; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN STATION 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce a bill to name the 
new train station at the James A. Far-
ley Post Office Building, which sits 
across the street from Pennsylvania 
Station in Manhattan, after my es-
teemed colleague and tireless cham-
pion of this project, Senator DANIEL 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 

It is an especially fitting tribute to 
offer this bill today as President Bill 
Clinton, Governor George Pataki, 
Mayor Rudolph Giuliani, Transpor-
tation Secretary Rodney Slater, Post-
master General William Henderson and 
Senator MOYNIHAN all gathered this 
morning at the Farley Building to offi-
cially unveil the magnificent new sta-
tion plan, designed by the celebrated 
architect David Childs of Skidmore, 
Owings & Merrill. I am deeply sorry 
that I could not attend that event, 
which I understand was a success in 
every way, but other matters called me 
here to the floor. 

First, let me praise the vision and de-
termination of my dear friend, the sen-
ior Senator from New York. In 1963, 
long before he was a Senator and, in 
fact, when I was 12 years old PAT MOY-
NIHAN was one of a group of prescient 
New Yorkers who protested the tragic 
razing of our City’s spectacular Penn-
sylvania Station—a glorious public 
building designed by the nation’s pre-
mier architectural firm of the time, 
McKim, Mead & White. 

It was PAT MOYNIHAN who recognized 
years ago that across the street from 
what is now a sad basement terminal 
that functions—barely—as New York 
City’s train station, sits the James A. 
Farley Post Office Building, built by 
the same architects in much the same 
grand design as the old Penn Station. 
PAT MOYNIHAN recognized that since 
the very same railroad tracks that run 
under the current Penn Station also 
run beneath the Farley Building, we 
could use the Farley Building to once 
again create a train station worthy of 
our great city. He then tirelessly did 
the impossible—persuaded New York 
City, New York State, the U.S. Postal 
Service, the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation, Amtrak, Congressional Ap-

propriators, and the President himself, 
to commit to making this project suc-
ceed. No mean feat, I assure you. In a 
day, particularly in our city, when 
grand public works often get bugged 
down in fighting and court suits, it is a 
tribute to Senator MOYNIHAN that not 
only did he have the vision to see the 
station, but he also had the muscle and 
legislative skill to see it through. 

This past Sunday, Herbert 
Muschamp, the noted New York Times 
architecture critic praised Childs’ de-
sign, which brilliantly fuses the clas-
sical elements of the Farley Building 
with a dramatic, light-filled concourse 
and a spectacular new ticketing area. 
Muschamp adds: ‘‘In an era better 
known for the decrepitude of its infra-
structure than for inspiring new vi-
sions of the city’s future, the plan 
comes as proof that New York can still 
undertake major public works. This is 
the most important transportation 
project undertaken in New York City 
in several generations.’’ We have PAT 
MOYNIHAN to thank. 

That Senator MOYNIHAN would be re-
sponsible for the success of this project 
is no surprise. His passion for and dedi-
cation to public architecture is well 
known and dates back to his days as a 
young aide to President Kennedy, who, 
right before his death, tasked MOY-
NIHAN with restoring Pennsylvania Av-
enue here in Washington. 

MOYNIHAN succeeded brilliantly in 
his task, with the final piece of Penn-
sylvania Avenue—the Ronald Reagan 
Building and International Trade Cen-
ter—unveiled one year ago and in-
stantly hailed as one of the best new 
buildings to grace the Capital. MOY-
NIHAN has another renowned Federal 
building to his credit—the Thurgood 
Marshall Judiciary Building, which 
provides such a beautiful companion to 
Union Station and the Old Post Office. 

In New York City, MOYNIHAN has 
been an equally tireless architectural 
champion, responsible for the restora-
tion of the spectacular Beaux-Arts Cus-
tom House at Bowling Green and for 
the construction of a grand new Fed-
eral Courthouse at Foley Square. MOY-
NIHAN is beloved in Buffalo for reawak-
ening that city’s appreciation for its 
architectural heritage, which includes 
Frank Lloyd Wright houses and the 
Prudential Building, one of the best- 
known early American skyscrapers by 
the architect Louis Sullivan—a build-
ing which MOYNIHAN helped restore and 
then chose as his Buffalo office. When 
he first came to Buffalo he told me 
that nowhere else in America had the 
three greatest American architects of 
the 20th century, Frank Lloyd Wright, 
Henry Richardson and Louis Sullivan, 
had buildings standing near one an-
other. 

He has also spurred a popular move-
ment in Buffalo to build a new signa-
ture Peace Bridge. 

So my colleagues, it is altogether fit-
ting and appropriate that this new 
Penn Station be named in honor of our 
distinguished senior Senator from New 

York, someone who is my friend and 
who I wish was staying in the Senate 
for a longer period of time—someone I 
will dearly miss. It is an honor to stand 
here and offer this tribute to such an 
uncommon man, because Senator MOY-
NIHAN himself is indeed a national 
treasure. 

Truly, the epitaph given to Sir Chris-
topher Wren, designer of St. Paul’s Ca-
thedral in London, is fitting for Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN. If my colleagues will 
pardon my pronunciation, for my Latin 
isn’t that good: ‘‘Si Monumentum 
Requiris Circumspice,’’ ‘‘If you would 
see the man’s monument, look around. 

I join my fellow New Yorkers in anx-
iously awaiting the day when we arrive 
at the glorious DANIEL PATRICK MOY-
NIHAN Station. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the text of this bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1077 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF DANIEL PATRICK 

MOYNIHAN STATION. 
The Amtrak station to be constructed in 

the James A. Farley Post Office Building in 
New York, New York, shall be known and 
designated as the ‘‘Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Station’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the Amtrak station referred 
to in section 1 shall be deemed to be a ref-
erence to the ‘‘Daniel Patrick Moynihan Sta-
tion’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from 
New York. I did not hear a word I dis-
agreed with. I only wish to hear it am-
plified throughout the Nation. 

I ask unanimous consent I be listed 
as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield briefly that I might com-
pliment him? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I am delighted to 
yield to my distinguished senior col-
league from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Would he mind if I asked 
to be a cosponsor of this resolution? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I will be honored and 
delighted, as I know Senator MOYNIHAN 
will be. 

Mr. BYRD. Because Senator MOY-
NIHAN is truly a man of eloquence and 
wit and vision and grace. We are going 
to miss him. He has been a powerful in-
fluence in this Senate. He has served in 
the executive branch, served with bril-
liance and with honor. And, like Chris-
topher Wren—‘‘if you would see his 
monument, look about you’’—Senator 
MOYNIHAN leaves many monuments. 
Perhaps the greatest monument of all 
is that mark he has left upon the 
hearts of his colleagues who will miss 
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him and his powerful influence, his wis-
dom, his vision, when he has left this 
Senate. 

I congratulate the Senator on offer-
ing this resolution. I will be very grate-
ful if he will allow me to be a cospon-
sor. It is one of the least things I can 
do to honor my colleague, one whom I 
love, one whom I revere, one whom I 
respect, and one who has shown himself 
to be a leader in this Senate. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 

from West Virginia. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

may I be recognized to join in this trib-
ute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
want to say to our fairly new colleague 
from New York that he could not have 
picked an issue upon which he could 
get more solid agreement. One does not 
have to be a Democrat or an easterner 
or have any special connection to re-
spect and to so greatly appreciate the 
contributions made by Senator DANIEL 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 

He had this capacity—I know, since 
we served together on the Environment 
Committee—not unlike, in many ways, 
the senior Senator from West Virginia, 
and that was to bring their respective 
knowledge to a discussion or debate or 
to a hearing, that—I speak for myself— 
would make me sit up and take notice. 
I felt transported from this white- 
haired, wizened old face to a college 
student again and remembered how 
much I enjoyed some of the classes I 
attended where we had a professor, an 
instructor who conveyed the message 
in an interesting form, not just the sta-
tistics or the parameters of the par-
ticular discussion. 

So it is with PAT MOYNIHAN. Any of 
us who have spent any time with PAT 
have always been amazed at the abun-
dance of knowledge he has, whether we 
were talking about the New York State 
canal system or whether we were talk-
ing about the highway system or the 
developments in the Indian Ocean or 
you name the subject. No matter how 
impromptu or how unexpected the dis-
cussion, PAT MOYNIHAN always has the 
capacity to discuss the subject intel-
ligently and deeply. 

Any tribute that we give to this man 
is not fair compensation for that which 
he has given this country and has given 
this body. His abundance of gifts to us 
are so profound that many years from 
now they will still be talking about 
those of greatness who graced this 
Chamber and PAT MOYNIHAN will be 
one of those without a doubt. 

I am pleased to call him my friend. I 
hope since we live in such close prox-
imity, our representation of New York 
and New Jersey, that there will be trib-
utes and testimonies to his contribu-
tion. He is a self-effacing fellow. He 
does not like to hear a bunch of com-
pliments, but we are not going to let 
him get away with that now. 

I commend my colleague, the junior 
Senator from New York, for his wisdom 
and his thought in bringing this to us. 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 1079. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
deductibility of business meal expenses 
for individuals subject to Federal hours 
of service; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

TAX LEGISLATION 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, two years 

ago in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, 
we included a provision to correct an 
unfair and unsound tax policy of the 
Clinton Administration concerning 
business meal deductions. The 1993 
Clinton tax increases included a reduc-
tion in the percentage of business meal 
expenses that could be deducted, from 
80 percent down to 50 percent. The Ad-
ministration marketed this as an at-
tack on the ‘‘three martini lunch,’’ but 
the tax increase was in fact a big blow 
to the wallets and pocketbooks of 
working class Americans whose jobs re-
quire them to be stranded far from 
home. 

Workers who are covered by federal 
‘‘hours of service’’ regulations—long- 
haul truckers, airline flight attendants 
and pilots, long distance bus drivers, 
some merchant mariners and railroad 
workers—have no choice but to eat 
their meals on the road. Their meal ex-
penses are a necessary and unavoidable 
part of their jobs. The Clinton Admin-
istration’s business meal tax increase 
hit these occupations hard. For the av-
erage trucker, making between $32,000 
and $36,000 annually, this tax increase 
might be greater than $1,000 per year. 
This is a lot of money to these hard- 
working taxpayers. 

Congress addressed this inequity in 
1997, passing a provision that would 
gradually raise the meal deduction per-
centage back to 80 percent for these 
workers. But a slow, gradual fix is not 
good enough. Today, Senator KOHL, 
Senator GRASSLEY, and I are intro-
ducing a bill that would immediately 
restore the 80 percent deduction for 
truckers, flight crews, and other work-
ers limited by the federal ‘‘hours of 
service’’ regulations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1079 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. INCREASED DEDUCTIBILITY OF BUSI-

NESS MEAL EXPENSES FOR INDIVID-
UALS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL LIMITA-
TIONS ON HOURS OF SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
274(n) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to only 50 percent of meal and en-
tertainment expenses allowed as deduction) 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT 
TO FEDERAL HOURS OF SERVICE.—In the case 
of any expenses for food or beverages con-
sumed while away from home (within the 
meaning of section 162(a)(2)) by an individual 
during, or incident to, the period of duty 
subject to the hours of service limitations of 

the Department of Transportation, para-
graph (1) shall be applied by substituting ‘80 
percent’ for ‘50 percent’.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1999. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, 
Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 1080. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit 
gunrunning and provide mandatory 
minimum penalties for crimes related 
to gunrunning; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

GUN KINGPIN PENALTY ACT 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 

rise today, along with my colleagues 
from New York and Illinois, Senator 
SCHUMER and Senator DURBIN, to intro-
duce the Gun Kingpin Penalty Act of 
1999. In introducing this bill, we hope 
that our colleagues will soon join us in 
sending a clear and strong signal to 
gunrunners—your actions will no 
longer be tolerated. 

Mr. President, recent numbers gath-
ered by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms clearly demonstrate 
what many of us already knew all too 
well—several of our nation’s highways 
have become pipelines for merchants of 
death who deal in illegal firearms. 

My own State of New Jersey is proud 
to have some of the toughest gun con-
trol laws in the nation. But for far too 
long, the courageous efforts of New 
Jersey citizens in enacting these tough 
laws have been weakened by out of 
state gunrunners who treat our State 
like their own personal retail outlet. 

We learned from the ATF data that 
in 1996, New Jersey exported fewer guns 
used in crimes, per capita, than any 
other state—less than one gun per 
100,000 residents, or 75 total guns. 
Meanwhile, an incredible number of 
guns used to commit crimes in New 
Jersey last year came from out of 
state—944 guns were imported and used 
to commit crimes compared to only 75 
exported—a net import of 869 illegal 
guns used to commit crimes against 
the people of New Jersey. 

This represents a one way street— 
guns come from states with lax gun 
laws straight to states (like New Jer-
sey) with strong laws. It is clear that 
New Jersey’s strong gun control laws 
offer criminals little choice but to im-
port their guns from states with weak 
laws. We must act on a federal level to 
send a clear message that this cannot 
continue and will not be tolerated. 

The Gun Kingpin Penalty Act would 
create a new federal gunrunning of-
fense for any person who, within a 
twelve-month period, transports more 
than 5 guns to another state with the 
intent of transferring all of the weap-
ons to another person. The Act would 
establish mandatory minimum pen-
alties for gunrunning as follows: 

A mandatory 3 year minimum sen-
tence for a first offense involving 5–50 
guns; a mandatory 5 year minimum 
sentence for second offense involving 5– 
50 guns; and a mandatory 15 year min-
imum sentence for any offense involv-
ing more than 50 guns. 
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Additionally, the bill contains two 

‘‘blood on the hands’’ provisions, which 
will significantly increase penalties for 
a gunrunner who transfers a gun subse-
quently used to seriously injure or kill 
another person. A mandatory 10 year 
minimum sentence is required if one of 
the smuggled guns is used within 3 
years to kill or seriously injure an-
other person. And a mandatory 25 year 
minimum sentence must be imposed if 
one of the smuggled guns is used with-
in 3 years to kill or seriously injure an-
other person and more than 50 guns 
were smuggled. 

Finally, our bill adds numerous 
gunrunning crimes as RICO predicates, 
and authorizes 200 additional Treasury 
personnel to enforce the Act—Congress 
must provide law enforcement with the 
resources to enforce the laws we pass. 

The fight against gun violence is a 
long-term, many-staged process. We 
succeeded in enacting the Brady bill 
and the ban on devastating assault 
weapons. And these laws have been ef-
fective: more than a quarter of a mil-
lion prohibited individuals have al-
ready been denied a handgun due to 
Brady background check—70% of these 
people were either felons or domestic 
violence offenders. Traces of assault 
weapons have plummeted since the 
ban, and prices have gone up. 

We can never rest though when it 
comes to gun violence. This problem 
will not just go away, and we cannot 
stand by and watch as innocent men, 
women and children die at the hands of 
criminals armed with these guns. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill, 
and I ask unanimous censent that the 
full text of the legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the legisla-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1080 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Gun Kingpin 
Penalty Act’’. 
SEC. 2. GUN KINGPIN PENALTIES. 

(a) PROHIBITION AGAINST GUNRUNNING.— 
Section 922 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after subsection (y) 
the following: 

‘‘(z) It shall be unlawful for a person not li-
censed under section 923 to ship or transport, 
or conspire to ship or transport, 5 or more 
firearms from a State into another State 
during any period of 12 consecutive months, 
with the intent to transfer all of such fire-
arms to another person who is not so li-
censed.’’. 

(b) MANDATORY MINIMUM PENALTIES FOR 
CRIMES RELATED TO GUNRUNNING.—Section 
924 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(p)(1)(A)(i) Whoever violates section 922(z) 
shall, except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, be imprisoned not less than 3 
years, and may be fined under this title. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of a person’s second or 
subsequent violation described in clause (i), 
the term of imprisonment shall be not less 
than 5 years. 

‘‘(B) If a firearm which is shipped or trans-
ported in violation of section 922(z) is used 

subsequently by the person to whom shipped 
or transported, or by any person within 3 
years after the shipment or transportation, 
in an offense in which a person is killed or 
suffers serious bodily injury, the term of im-
prisonment for the violation shall be not less 
than 10 years. 

‘‘(C) If more than 50 firearms are the sub-
ject of a violation of section 922(z), the term 
of imprisonment for the violation shall be 
not less than 15 years. 

‘‘(D) If more than 50 firearms are the sub-
ject of a violation of section 922(z) and 1 of 
the firearms is used subsequently by the per-
son to whom shipped or transported, or by 
any person within 3 years after the shipment 
or transportation, in an offense in which a 
person is killed or suffers serious bodily in-
jury, the term of imprisonment for the viola-
tion shall be not less than 25 years. 

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the court shall not impose a proba-
tionary sentence or suspend the sentence of 
a person convicted of a violation of this sub-
section, nor shall any term of imprisonment 
imposed on a person under this subsection 
run concurrently with any other term of im-
prisonment imposed on the person by a court 
of the United States.’’. 

(c) CRIMES RELATED TO GUNRUNNING MADE 
PREDICATE OFFENSES UNDER RICO.—Section 
1961(1)(B) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘section 922(a)(1)(A) 
(relating to unlicensed importation, manu-
facture, or dealing in firearms), section 
922(a)(3) (relating to interstate transpor-
tation or receipt of firearm), section 922(a)(5) 
(relating to transfer of firearm to person 
from another State), or section 922(a)(6) (re-
lating to false statements made in acquisi-
tion of firearm or ammunition from li-
censee), section 922(d) (relating to disposi-
tion of firearm or ammunition to a prohib-
ited person), section 922(g) (relating to re-
ceipt of firearm or ammunition by a prohib-
ited person), section 922(h) (relating to pos-
session of firearm or ammunition on behalf 
of a prohibited person), section 922(i) (relat-
ing to transportation of stolen firearm or 
ammunition), section 922(j) (relating to re-
ceipt of stolen firearm or ammunition), sec-
tion 922(k) (relating to transportation or re-
ceipt of firearm with altered serial number), 
section 922(z) (relating to gunrunning), sec-
tion 924(b) (relating to shipment or receipt of 
firearm for use in a crime),’’ before ‘‘section 
1028’’. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury may hire and employ 200 personnel, 
in addition to any personnel hired and em-
ployed by the Department of the Treasury 
under other law, to enforce the amendments 
made by this section, notwithstanding any 
limitations imposed by or under the Federal 
Workforce Restructuring Act. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
S. 1081. A bill to amend section 842 of 

title 18, United States Code, relating to 
explosive materials, to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EXPLOSIVES PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, on 

the morning of April 19, 1995, in one 
horrible moment, an explosion dev-
astated the Alfred P. Murrah Federal 
Building in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, 
and took the lives of 168 Americans. 

Every year, thousands of people are 
killed or maimed because of the use or 
misuse of illegal explosive devices, and 
millions of dollars in property is lost. 
Between 1991 and 1995, there were more 
than 14,000 actual and attempted crimi-
nal bombings. 326 people were killed 

and another 2,970 injured in these inci-
dents and more than $6 million in prop-
erty damage resulted. 

In recent years, the criminal use of 
explosives has moved in a new direc-
tion, as is evidenced by the bombings 
of the World Trade Center in New York 
and the Oklahoma City bombing. These 
two incidents took the lives of many 
innocent men, women, and children, 
left others permanently scarred, and 
caused great suffering for the families 
of the victims—as well as all of Amer-
ica. These crimes were intended to tear 
the very fabric of our society; instead, 
their tragic consequences served to 
strengthen our resolve to stand firm 
against the insanity of terrorism and 
the criminal use of explosives. 

In the wake of the Oklahoma City 
bombing, I was stunned—as were 
many—to learn how few restrictions on 
the use and sale of explosives really 
exist. I soon after introduced this legis-
lation, the ‘‘Explosives Protection 
Act’’ to take a first step towards pro-
tecting the American people from 
those who would use explosives to do 
them harm. I am introducing it again 
today in the hope that this bill will, in 
some small way, prevent future bomb-
ings—whether by terrorists of symbolic 
targets, malcontents of random ones, 
or even spouses involved in marital dis-
putes. 

While we have increasingly restricted 
the number of people who can obtain 
and use a firearm, we have been lax in 
extending these prohibitions to explo-
sives. For instance, while we prohibit 
illegal aliens from obtaining a gun, we 
allow them to obtain explosives with-
out restriction. And someone who has 
been dishonorably discharged from the 
armed forces can no longer buy a gun, 
but can purchase a truckload full of ex-
plosives. The same is true for people 
who have renounced U.S. citizenship, 
people who have acted in such a way as 
to have restraining orders issued 
against them, and those with domestic 
violence convictions. 

Each of these categories of persons 
are prohibited from obtaining firearms, 
but face no such prohibition on obtain-
ing explosive material. Many of these 
differences in the law are simply over-
sights—Congress has often acted to 
limit the use and sale of firearms, and 
has neglected to bring explosives law 
into line. And in so doing, we have 
made it all too easy for many of the 
most dangerous or least accountable 
members of society to obtain materials 
which can result in an equal or even 
greater loss of life. 

Congress has already made the deter-
mination that certain members of soci-
ety should not have access to firearms, 
and the same logic clearly applies to 
dangerous and destructive explosive 
materials. It is time to bring explo-
sives laws into line with gun laws. My 
bill would simply expand the list of 
people prohibited from purchasing ex-
plosives so that it mirrors the list of 
people already prohibited from pur-
chasing firearms. 
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This is a simple bill meant only to 

correct longstanding gaps and loop-
holes in current law. I hope we can 
quickly move to get this passed and 
protect Americans from future acts of 
explosive destruction. I ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of the legis-
lation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the legisla-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1081 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Explosives 
Protection Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITIONS RELATING TO EXPLOSIVE 

MATERIALS. 
(a) PROHIBITION OF SALE, DELIVERY, OR 

TRANSFER OF EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS TO CER-
TAIN INDIVIDUALS.—Section 842 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsection (d) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(d) PROHIBITION OF SALE, DELIVERY, OR 
TRANSFER OF EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS TO CER-
TAIN INDIVIDUALS.—It shall be unlawful for 
any licensee to knowingly sell, deliver, or 
transfer any explosive materials to any indi-
vidual who— 

‘‘(1) is less than 21 years of age; 
‘‘(2) is under indictment for, or has been 

convicted in any court of, a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for a term exceeding 1 
year; 

‘‘(3) is a fugitive from justice; 
‘‘(4) is an unlawful user of or addicted to 

any controlled substance (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(5) has been adjudicated as a mental de-
fective or has been committed to any mental 
institution; 

‘‘(6) being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in section 845(d), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a nonimmigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)); 

‘‘(7) has been discharged from the Armed 
Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(8) having been a citizen of the United 
States, has renounced his citizenship; 

‘‘(9) is subject to a court order that re-
strains such person from harassing, stalking, 
or threatening an intimate partner of such 
person or child of such intimate partner or 
person, or engaging in other conduct that 
would place an intimate partner in reason-
able fear of bodily injury to the partner or 
child, except that this paragraph shall only 
apply to a court order that— 

‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 
such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had the opportunity to 
participate; and 

‘‘(B)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; and 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; or 

‘‘(10) has been convicted in any court of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic violence.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON SHIPPING, TRANS-
PORTING, POSSESSION, OR RECEIPT OF EXPLO-
SIVES BY CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—Section 842 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking subsection (i) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(i) PROHIBITION ON SHIPPING, TRANS-
PORTING, POSSESSION, OR RECEIPT OF EXPLO-
SIVES BY CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—It shall be 
unlawful for any person to ship or transport 
in interstate or foreign commerce, or pos-
sess, in or affecting commerce, any explo-
sive, or to receive any explosive that has 
been shipped or transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce, if that person— 

‘‘(1) is less than 21 years of age; 
‘‘(2) has been convicted in any court, of a 

crime punishable by imprisonment for a 
term exceeding 1 year; 

‘‘(3) is a fugitive from justice; 
‘‘(4) is an unlawful user of or addicted to 

any controlled substance (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(5) has been adjudicated as a mental de-
fective or who has been committed to a men-
tal institution; 

‘‘(6) being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in section 845(d), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a nonimmigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)); 

‘‘(7) has been discharged from the Armed 
Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(8) having been a citizen of the United 
States, has renounced his citizenship; or 

‘‘(9) is subject to a court order that— 
‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 

such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had an opportunity to 
participate; 

‘‘(B) restrains such person from harassing, 
stalking, or threatening an intimate partner 
of such person or child of such intimate part-
ner or person, or engaging in other conduct 
that would place an intimate partner in rea-
sonable fear of bodily injury to the partner 
or child; and 

‘‘(C)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; and 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; or 

‘‘(10) has been convicted in any court of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic violence.’’. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS AND WAIVER FOR CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUALS.—Section 845 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(d) EXCEPTIONS AND WAIVER FOR CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUALS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 
‘‘(A) the term ‘alien’ has the same meaning 

as in section 101(a)(3) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(3)); and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘nonimmigrant visa’ has the 
same meaning as in section 101(a)(26) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsections (d)(5)(B) and 
(i)(5)(B) of section 842 do not apply to any 
alien who has been lawfully admitted to the 
United States pursuant to a nonimmigrant 
visa, if that alien is— 

‘‘(A) admitted to the United States for law-
ful hunting or sporting purposes; 

‘‘(B) a foreign military personnel on offi-
cial assignment to the United States; 

‘‘(C) an official of a foreign government or 
a distinguished foreign visitor who has been 
so designated by the Department of State; or 

‘‘(D) a foreign law enforcement officer of a 
friendly foreign government entering the 
United States on official law enforcement 
business. 

‘‘(3) WAIVER.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who has 
been admitted to the United States under a 
nonimmigrant visa and who is not described 
in paragraph (2), may receive a waiver from 
the applicability of subsection (d)(5)(B) or 
(i)(5)(B) of section 842, if— 

‘‘(i) the individual submits to the Attorney 
General a petition that meets the require-
ments of subparagraph (B); and 

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General approves the pe-
tition. 

‘‘(B) PETITIONS.—Each petition under sub-
paragraph (A)(i) shall— 

‘‘(i) demonstrate that the petitioner has 
resided in the United States for a continuous 
period of not less than 180 days before the 
date on which the petition is submitted 
under this paragraph; and 

‘‘(ii) include a written statement from the 
embassy or consulate of the petitioner, au-
thorizing the petitioner to engage in any ac-
tivity prohibited under subsection (d) or (i) 
of section 842, as applicable, and certifying 
that the petitioner would not otherwise be 
prohibited from engaging in that activity 
under subsection (d) or (i) of section 842, as 
applicable.’’. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
S. 1082. A bill to amend part Q of title 

I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 to provide as-
sistance for unincorporated neighbor-
hood watch programs; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 
NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
today I rise today to introduce the 
‘‘Neighborhood Watch Partnership Act 
of 1999.’’ This bill will broaden the eli-
gibility of groups that may apply for 
essential funding for neighborhood 
watch activities. 

Communities across the country are 
finding sensible ways to solve local 
problems. Through partnerships with 
local police, neighborhood watch 
groups are having a decisive impact on 
crime. There are almost 20,000 such 
groups creating innovative programs 
that promote community involvement 
in crime prevention techniques. They 
empower community members and or-
ganize them against rape, burglary, 
and all forms of fear on the street. 
They forge bonds between law enforce-
ment and the communities they serve. 

Unfortunately, many communities 
find it difficult to afford the often ex-
pensive equipment such as cellphones 
and CBs needed to start a neighborhood 
watch organization. While the COPS 
program within the Department of Jus-
tice provides funding for some neigh-
borhood watch groups, an organization 
must incorporate to benefit from the 
current program. A mere 2000 of the 
nearly 20,000 groups incorporate, how-
ever, meaning that the vast majority 
of watch groups cannot apply for fund-
ing assistance. This makes very little 
sense. 

The time has come to make a clear 
commitment to these groups. That is 
why I am introducing a bill to extend 
COPS funding to unincorporated neigh-
borhood watch organizations. The bill 
would provide grants of up to $1,950 to 
these groups. Under current law, either 
the local police chief or sheriff must 
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approve grant requests by unincor-
porated watch groups. We would im-
pose the same requirement on unincor-
porated groups, thus providing ac-
countability for the disbursement of 
funds. 

Mr. President, neighborhood watch 
organizations provide an invaluable 
service. By extending the partnership 
between community policing and 
watch group organizations, we will 
boldly encourage small and large com-
munities to preserve and create crime 
prevention tools. We should act now. I 
ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1082 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ASSISTANCE FOR UNINCORPORATED 

NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act maybe cited as 
the ‘‘Neighborhood Watch Partnership Act of 
1999’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 1701(d) of title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796dd(d)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) provide assistance to unincorporated 

neighborhood watch organizations approved 
by the appropriate local police or sheriff’s 
department, in an amount equal to not more 
than $1950 per organization, for the purchase 
of citizen band radios, street signs, magnetic 
signs, flashlights, and other equipment relat-
ing to neighborhood watch patrols.’’. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1001(a)(11) of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3793(a)(11)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking clause 
(vi) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(vi) $282,625,000 for fiscal year 2000.’’; and 
(2) in subparagraph (B) by inserting after 

‘‘(B)’’ the following: ‘‘Of amounts made 
available to carry out part Q in each fiscal 
year $14,625,000 shall be used to carry out sec-
tion 1701(d)(12).’’. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 1083. A bill to expedite State re-
view of criminal records of applicants 
for bail enforcement officer employ-
ment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
BOUNTY HUNTER ACCOUNTABILITY AND QUALITY 

ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1999 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 

rise today to introduce the ‘‘Bounty 
Hunter Accountability and Quality As-
surance Act of 1999.’’ This bill will 
begin the process of reforming the re-
vered but antiquated system of bail en-
forcement in this country. 

Throughout our nation’s proud his-
tory, bounty hunters have proved a 
valuable addition to our law enforce-
ment and recovery efforts. About 40 
percent of all criminal defendants are 
released on bail each year, and in 1996 

alone more than 33,000 skipped town. 
Police departments, no matter how ef-
ficient or determined, cannot be ex-
pected to deal with so many bail jump-
ers in addition to their other duties. 
Thus, while public law enforcement of-
ficers recover only about 10 percent of 
defendants who skip town, bounty 
hunters catch an incredible 88 percent 
of bail jumpers. 

Because of the special, contractual 
nature of the relationship between bail 
bondsmen and those who use them to 
get out of jail, bounty hunters have 
traditionally enjoyed special rights—a 
nineteenth century Supreme Court 
case affirmed that while bounty hunt-
ers may exercise many of the powers 
granted to police, they are not subject 
to many of the constitutional checks 
we place on those law enforcement offi-
cials. As a result, bounty hunters need 
not worry about Miranda rights, extra-
dition proceedings, or search warrants. 

The ability to more efficiently track 
and recover criminal defendants serves 
a valuable purpose in our society. But 
the lack of constitutional checks on 
bounty hunters also opens the system 
up to the risk of abuse. Each of us has 
read or heard about cases in which le-
gitimate bounty hunters or those sim-
ply posing as recovery agents have 
wrongfully entered a dwelling or cap-
tured the wrong person. 

In one recent Arizona case, several 
men claiming to be bounty hunters 
broke into a house, terrorized a family 
and ended up killing a young couple 
who tried to defend against the attack. 
It now appears that these men were 
simply ‘‘posing’’ as bounty hunters, but 
there are other reported incidents in 
which ‘‘legitimate’’ bounty hunters 
have broken down the wrong door, kid-
naped the wrong person, or physically 
abused the targets of their searches. 
And there is little recourse for the in-
nocent victims of wrongful acts. 

This legislaiton would begin the 
process of making bounty hunters 
more accountable to the public they 
serve, and would help to restore con-
fidence in the bail enforcement system. 
The bill would not unduly impose the 
will of the federal government on 
states, which have traditionally regu-
lated bounty hunters. 

The ‘‘Bounty Hunter Accountability 
and Quality Assurance Act’’ directs the 
Attorney General of the United States 
to establish model guidelines for states 
to follow when creating their own bail 
enforcement regulations. In the course 
of her work, the Attorney General will 
be specifcially directed to look into 
three areas identified by the bill— 
whether bounty hunters should be re-
quired to ‘‘knock and announce’’ before 
entering a dwelling, whether they 
should be required to carry liability in-
surance (most already do), and whether 
convicted felons should be allowed to 
obtain employment as bounty hunters. 

Mr. President, it is time to start the 
process of making rouge bounty hunt-
ers more accountable, while at the 
same time restoring America’s con-

fidence in the long tradition of bail en-
forcement that dates from the earliest 
days of this nation. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in taking this first 
step toward this process. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

S. 1083 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Bounty Hun-
ter Accountability and Quality Assistance 
Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) bail enforcement officers, also known as 

bounty hunters or recovery agents, provide 
law enforcement officers with valuable as-
sistance in recovering fugitives from justice; 

(2) regardless of the differences in their du-
ties, skills, and responsibilities, the public 
has had difficulty in discerning the dif-
ference between law enforcement officers 
and bail enforcement officers; 

(3) the American public demands the em-
ployment of qualified, well-trained bail en-
forcement officers as an adjunct, but not a 
replacement for, law enforcement officers; 
and 

(4) in the course of their duties, bail en-
forcement officers often move in and affect 
interstate commerce. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘bail enforcement employer’’ 

means any person that— 
(A) employs 1 or more bail enforcement of-

ficers; or 
(B) provides, as an independent contractor, 

for consideration, the services of 1 or more 
bail enforcement officers (which may include 
the services of that person); 

(2) the term ‘‘bail enforcement officer’’— 
(A) means any person employed to obtain 

the recovery of any fugitive from justice who 
has been released on bail; and 

(B) does not include any— 
(i) law enforcement officer; 
(ii) attorney, accountant, or other profes-

sional licensed under applicable State law; 
(iii) employee whose duties are primarily 

internal audit or credit functions; or 
(iv) member of the Armed Forces on active 

duty; and 
(3) the term ‘‘law enforcement officer’’ 

means a public servant authorized under ap-
plicable State law to conduct or engage in 
the prevention, investigation, prosecution, 
or adjudication of criminal offenses, includ-
ing any public servant engaged in correc-
tions, parole, or probation functions. 
SEC. 4. BACKGROUND CHECKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) SUBMISSION.—An association of bail en-

forcement employers, which shall be des-
ignated for the purposes of this section by 
the Attorney General, may submit to the At-
torney General fingerprints or other meth-
ods of positive identification approved by the 
Attorney General, on behalf of any applicant 
for a State license or certificate of registra-
tion as a bail enforcement officer or a bail 
enforcement employer. 

(2) EXCHANGE.—In response to a submission 
under paragraph (1), the Attorney General 
may, to the extent provided by State law 
conforming to the requirements of the sec-
ond paragraph under the heading ‘‘Federal 
Bureau of Investigation’’ and the subheading 
‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’ in title II of Public 
Law 92–544 (86 Stat. 1115), exchange, for li-
censing and employment purposes, identi-
fication and criminal history records with 
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the State governmental agencies to which 
the applicant has applied. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Attorney General 
may promulgate such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out this section, includ-
ing measures relating to the security, con-
fidentiality, accuracy, use, and dissemina-
tion of information submitted or exchanged 
under subsection (a) and to audits and rec-
ordkeeping requirements relating to that in-
formation. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Attor-
ney General shall submit to the Committees 
on the Judiciary of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report on the number of 
submissions made by the association of bail 
enforcement employers under subsection 
(a)(1), and the disposition of each application 
to which those submissions related. 

(d) STATE PARTICIPATION.—It is the sense of 
Congress that each State should participate, 
to the maximum extent practicable, in any 
exchange with the Attorney General under 
subsection (a)(2). 
SEC. 5. MODEL GUIDELINES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register model guidelines for the State 
control and regulation of persons employed 
or applying for employment as bail enforce-
ment officers. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The guidelines 
published under subsection (a) shall include 
recommendations of the Attorney General 
regarding whether a person seeking employ-
ment as a bail enforcement officer should 
be— 

(1) allowed to obtain such employment if 
that person has been convicted of a felony of-
fense under Federal law, or of any offense 
under State law that would be a felony if 
charged under Federal law; 

(2) required to obtain adequate liability in-
surance for actions taken in the course of 
performing duties pursuant to employment 
as a bail enforcement officer; or 

(3) prohibited, if acting in the capacity of 
that person as a bail enforcement officer, 
from entering any private dwelling, unless 
that person first knocks on the front door 
and announces the presence of 1 or more bail 
enforcement officers. 

(c) BYRNE GRANT PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN 
STATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 505 of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3755) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(e) PREFERENCE FOR CERTAIN STATES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
part, in making grants to States under this 
subpart, the Director shall give priority to 
States that have adopted the model guide-
lines published under section 5(a) of the 
Bounty Hunter Accountability and Quality 
Assistance Act of 1999.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 6. JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY FOR AC-

TIVITIES OF BAIL ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, a bail enforcement officer, whether act-
ing as an independent contractor or as an 
employee of a bail enforcement employer on 
a bail bond, shall be considered to be the 
agent of that bail enforcement employer for 
the purposes of that liability. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
BRYAN, and Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 1084. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to protect con-

sumers from the unauthorized switch-
ing of their long-distance service; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPETITION AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation, cospon-
sored by Senators Bryan and Snowe, 
designed to stop the widespread 
anticonsumer telemarketing abuse 
known as ‘‘slamming.’’ Since virtually 
every consumer has either been 
‘‘slammed’’ or knows someone who has, 
it’s probably unnecessary to add that 
‘‘slamming’’ is the practice whereby a 
consumer’s chosen long-distance tele-
phone company is changed without the 
consumer’s knowledge or consent. 
Given the pervasiveness of this unscru-
pulous practice, it comes as no surprise 
that slamming has been the number 
one consumer complaint for the last 
several years. 

This marks the third time I have in-
troduced antislamming legislation. 
Last year a similar antislamming bill 
failed to become law when the legisla-
tive clock ran out before the House of 
Representatives acted, despite the fact 
that the bill incorporated a number of 
provisions that the House had insisted 
upon, and which the Senate believed 
weren’t tough enough on slammers. 

The reason I return today with a 
slamming bill is that, in the absence of 
legislation, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission adopted a set of 
antislamming rules that a reviewing 
court has now stayed. As a result, con-
sumers are once again without the im-
mediate prospect of any effective 
antislamming laws. This legislation is 
intended to provide some. 

But there is also another reason for 
reintroducing antislamming legisla-
tion. The main reason the court stayed 
the FCC’s antislamming rules is that 
the long-distance companies—the very 
companies who are responsible for 
slamming in the first place—asked the 
court to do so because of an alternative 
antislamming scheme these companies 
dreamed up and now want the FCC to 
implement. Pursuant to the long-dis-
tance companies’ plan, the long-dis-
tance companies—they’re the 
slammers, remember—would hire a 
supposedly independent ‘‘third-party 
administrator’’ who would handle en-
forcement of the antislamming rules 
instead of the FCC. Given the fact that 
virtually everyone other than the long- 
distance companies, including state en-
forcement authorities, are foursquare 
against this proposal, the long-distance 
companies’ court strategy ups the ante 
on the FCC to cave in and adopt this 
obviously self-serving plan. 

Not since the fox volunteered to 
watch the henhouse have we seen such 
a demonstration of solicitude for the 
well-being of the vulnerable. 

There are many instances in which 
industry comes up with creative ways 
for government to deal with industry 
problems. This isn’t one of them. 

Let’s call it what it is. This scheme 
is the latest manifestation of an ongo-

ing effort by the long-distance compa-
nies to avoid having to face up to real 
penalties if they can’t make their tele-
marketers stop slamming people. Their 
rhetoric deplores slamming, but their 
machinations before Congress and the 
FCC show otherwise. And if the FCC— 
the supposedly pro-consumer FCC— 
were to even flirt with the notion of 
embracing the long-distance industry’s 
scheme, it would show, when push 
comes to shove, whose interests would 
really matter to this agency. 

In a published court opinion, Judge 
Lawrence Silberman of the D.C. Court 
of Appeals referred to something else 
the FCC once did as being ‘‘not just 
stupid—criminally stupid.’’ Mr. Presi-
dent, it would be either criminal stu-
pidity, or duplicity of the highest 
order, for the FCC to ignore the views 
of everyone except the big long-dis-
tance companies and adopt their bla-
tantly anticonsumer plan. 

As I said when I introduced the simi-
lar legislation last October, this bill 
isn’t perfect—it contains provisions 
generated by the House of Representa-
tives, that I consider much too 
slammer-friendly. But it’s still a lot 
better than the industry-promoted al-
ternative. And so I offer to better pro-
tect consumers and to send the FCC 
the message that it’s their duty to do 
the same. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1084 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tele-
communications Competition and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1999’’. 

TITLE I—SLAMMING 
SEC. 101. IMPROVED PROTECTION FOR CON-

SUMERS. 
(a) CONSUMER PROTECTION PRACTICES.—Sec-

tion 258 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 258) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 258. ILLEGAL CHANGES IN SUBSCRIBER SE-

LECTIONS OF CARRIERS. 
‘‘(a) ALTERNATIVE MODES OF REGULATION.— 
‘‘(1) INDUSTRY/COMMISSION CODE.—Within 

180 days after the date of enactment of the 
Telecommunications Competition and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1999, the Commis-
sion, after consulting with the Federal Trade 
Commission and representatives of tele-
communications carriers providing tele-
phone toll service and telephone exchange 
service, State commissions, and consumers, 
and considering any proposals developed by 
such representatives, shall prescribe, after 
notice and public comment and in accord-
ance with subsection (b), a Code of Sub-
scriber Protection Practices (hereinafter in 
this section referred as the ‘Code’) governing 
changes in a subscriber’s selection of a pro-
vider of telephone exchange service or tele-
phone toll service. 

‘‘(2) OBLIGATION TO COMPLY.—No tele-
communications carrier (including a reseller 
of telecommunications services) shall submit 
or execute a change in a subscriber’s selec-
tion of a provider of telephone exchange 
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service or telephone toll service except in ac-
cordance with— 

‘‘(A) the Code, if such carrier elects to 
comply with the Code in accordance with 
subsection (b)(2); or 

‘‘(B) the requirements of subsection (c), 
if— 

‘‘(i) the carrier does not elect to comply 
with the Code under subsection (b)(2); or 

‘‘(ii) such election is revoked or with-
drawn. 

‘‘(b) MINIMUM PROVISIONS OF THE CODE.— 
‘‘(1) SUBSCRIBER PROTECTION PRACTICES.— 

The Code required by subsection (a)(1) shall 
include guidelines addressing the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A telecommunications 
carrier (including a reseller of telecommuni-
cations services) electing to comply with the 
Code shall submit a change in a subscriber’s 
selection of a provider of telephone exchange 
service or telephone toll service only in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the Code. 

‘‘(B) NEGATIVE OPTION.—A telecommuni-
cations carrier shall not use negative option 
marketing. 

‘‘(C) VERIFICATION.—A submitting carrier 
shall verify the subscriber’s selection of the 
carrier in accordance with procedures speci-
fied in the Code. The executing carrier may 
rely on the submitting carrier’s verification 
in executing the change or may, at its dis-
cretion, confirm the verification of a change 
in the subscriber’s selection with the cus-
tomer. 

‘‘(D) UNFAIR AND DECEPTIVE ACTS AND PRAC-
TICES.—No telecommunications carrier, nor 
any person acting on behalf of any such car-
rier, shall engage in any unfair or deceptive 
acts or practices in connection with the so-
licitation of a change in a subscriber’s selec-
tion of a telecommunications carrier. 

‘‘(E) NOTIFICATION AND RIGHTS.—A tele-
communications carrier shall provide timely 
and accurate notification to the subscriber 
in accordance with procedures specified in 
the Code. 

‘‘(F) SLAMMING LIABILITY AND REMEDIES.— 
‘‘(i) REQUIRED REIMBURSEMENT AND CRED-

IT.—A telecommunications carrier that has 
improperly changed the subscriber’s selec-
tion of a telecommunications carrier with-
out authorization, shall at a minimum— 

‘‘(I) reimburse the subscriber for the fees 
associated with switching the subscriber 
back to their original carrier; and 

‘‘(II) provide a credit for any telecommuni-
cations charges incurred by the subscriber 
during the period, not to exceed 30 days, 
while that subscriber was improperly 
presubscribed. 

‘‘(ii) PROCEDURES.—The Code shall pre-
scribe procedures by which— 

‘‘(I) a subscriber may make an allegation 
of a violation under clause (i); 

‘‘(II) the telecommunications carrier may 
rebut such allegation; 

‘‘(III) the subscriber may, without undue 
delay, burden, or expense, challenge the re-
buttal; and 

‘‘(IV) resolve any administrative review of 
such an allegation within 75 days after re-
ceipt of an appeal. 

‘‘(G) RECORDKEEPING.—A telecommuni-
cations carrier shall make and maintain a 
record of the verification process and shall 
provide a copy to the subscriber immediately 
upon request. 

‘‘(H) QUALITY CONTROL.—A telecommuni-
cations carrier shall institute a quality con-
trol program to prevent inadvertent changes 
in a subscriber’s selection of a carrier. 

‘‘(I) INDEPENDENT AUDITS.—A telecommuni-
cations carrier shall provide the Commission 
with an independent audit regarding its com-
pliance with the Code at intervals prescribed 
by the Code. The Commission may require a 
telecommunications carrier to provide an 
independent audit on a more frequent basis if 

there is evidence that such telecommuni-
cations carrier is violating the Code. 

‘‘(2) ELECTION BY CARRIERS.—Each tele-
communications carrier electing to comply 
with the Code shall file with the Commission 
within 20 days after the adoption of the 
Code, or within 20 days after commencing op-
erations as a telecommunications carrier, a 
statement electing the Code to govern such 
carrier’s submission or execution of a change 
in a customer’s selection of a provider of 
telephone exchange service or telephone toll 
service. Such election by a carrier may not 
be revoked or withdrawn unless the Commis-
sion finds that there is good cause therefor, 
including a determination that the carrier 
has failed to adhere in good faith to the ap-
plicable provisions of the Code, and that the 
revocation or withdrawal is in the public in-
terest. Any telecommunications carrier that 
fails to elect to comply with the Code shall 
be deemed to have elected to be governed by 
the subsection (c) and the Commission’s reg-
ulations thereunder. 

‘‘(3) PENALTIES AVAILABLE.—Nothing in 
this subsection or in any regulations there-
under shall be construed as limiting the ap-
plication of section 503 to violations of the 
Code. 

‘‘(c) REGULATIONS OF CARRIERS NOT ELECT-
ING TO COMPLY WITH CODE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A telecommunications 
carrier (including a reseller of telecommuni-
cations services) that has not elected to 
comply with the Code under subsection (b), 
or as to which the election has been with-
drawn or revoked, shall not submit or exe-
cute a change in a subscriber’s selection of a 
provider of telephone exchange service or 
telephone toll service except in accordance 
with this subsection and such verification 
procedures as the Commission shall pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(2) VERIFICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to verify a sub-

scriber’s selection of a telephone exchange 
service or telephone toll service provider 
under this subsection, the telecommuni-
cations carrier submitting the change to an 
executing carrier shall, at a minimum, re-
quire the subscriber— 

‘‘(i) to affirm that the subscriber is author-
ized to select the provider of that service for 
the telephone number in question; 

‘‘(ii) to acknowledge the type of service to 
be changed as a result of the selection; 

‘‘(iii) to affirm the subscriber’s intent to 
select the provider as the provider of that 
service; 

‘‘(iv) to acknowledge that the selection of 
the provider will result in a change in pro-
viders of that service; and 

‘‘(v) to provide such other information as 
the Commission considers appropriate for 
the protection of the subscriber. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—The pro-
cedures prescribed by the Commission to 
verify a subscriber’s selection of a provider 
shall— 

‘‘(i) preclude the use of negative option 
marketing; 

‘‘(ii) provide for a complete copy of 
verification of a change in telephone ex-
change service or telephone toll service pro-
vider in oral, written, or electronic form; 

‘‘(iii) require the retention of such 
verification in such manner and form and for 
such time as the Commission considers ap-
propriate; 

‘‘(iv) mandate that verification occur in 
the same language as that in which the 
change was solicited; and 

‘‘(v) provide for verification to be made 
available to a subscriber on request. 

‘‘(C) NOTICE TO SUBSCRIBER.—Whenever a 
telecommunication carrier submits a change 
in a subscriber’s selection of a provider of 
telephone exchange service or telephone toll 

service, such telecommunications carrier 
shall clearly notify the subscriber in writing, 
not more than 15 days after the change is 
submitted to the executing carrier— 

‘‘(i) of the subscriber’s new carrier; and 
‘‘(ii) that the subscriber may request infor-

mation regarding the date on which the 
change was agreed to and the name of the in-
dividual who authorized the change. 

‘‘(3) LIABILITY FOR VIOLATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE.—The first 

bill issued after the effective date of a 
change in a subscriber’s provider of tele-
phone exchange service or telephone toll 
service by the executing carrier for such 
change shall— 

‘‘(i) prominently disclose the change in 
provider and the effective date of such 
change; 

‘‘(ii) contain the name and toll-free num-
ber of any telecommunications carrier for 
such new service; and 

‘‘(iii) direct the subscriber to contact the 
executing carrier if the subscriber believes 
that such change was not authorized and 
that the change was made in violation of 
this subsection, and contain the toll-free 
number by which to make such contact. 

‘‘(B) AUTOMATIC SWITCH-BACK OF SERVICE 
AND CREDIT TO CONSUMER OF CHARGES.— 

‘‘(i) OBLIGATIONS OF EXECUTING CARRIER.—If 
a subscriber of telephone exchange service or 
telephone toll service makes an allegation, 
orally or in writing, to the executing carrier 
that a violation of this subsection has oc-
curred with respect to such subscriber— 

‘‘(I) the executing carrier shall, without 
charge to the subscriber, execute an imme-
diate change in the provider of the telephone 
service that is the subject of the allegation 
to restore the previous provider of such serv-
ice for the subscriber, as reflected in the 
records of the executing carrier; 

‘‘(II) the executing carrier shall provide an 
immediate credit to the subscriber’s account 
for any charges for executing the original 
change of service provider; 

‘‘(III) if the executing carrier conducts bill-
ing for the carrier that is the subject of the 
allegation, the executing carrier shall pro-
vide an immediate credit to the subscriber’s 
account for such service, in an amount equal 
to any charges for the telephone service that 
is the subject of the allegation incurred dur-
ing the period— 

‘‘(aa) beginning upon the date of the 
change of service that is the subject of the 
allegation; and 

‘‘(bb) ending on the earlier of the date that 
the subscriber is restored to the previous 
provider, or 30 days after the date the bill de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) is issued; and 

‘‘(IV) the executing carrier shall recover 
the costs of executing the change in provider 
to restore the previous provider, and any 
credits provided under subclauses (II) and 
(III), by recourse to the provider that is the 
subject of the allegation. 

‘‘(ii) OBLIGATIONS OF CARRIERS NOT BILLING 
THROUGH EXECUTING CARRIERS.—If a sub-
scriber of telephone exchange service or tele-
phone toll service transmits, orally or in 
writing, to any carrier that does not use an 
executing carrier to conduct billing an alle-
gation that a violation of this subsection has 
occurred with respect to such subscriber, the 
carrier shall provide an immediate credit to 
the subscriber’s account for such service, and 
the subscriber shall, except as provided in 
subparagraph (C)(iii), be discharged from li-
ability, for an amount equal to any charges 
for the telephone service that is the subject 
of the allegation incurred during the pe-
riod— 

‘‘(I) beginning upon the date of the change 
of service that is the subject of the allega-
tion; and 
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‘‘(II) ending on the earlier of the date that 

the subscriber is restored to the previous 
provider, or 30 days after the date the bill de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) is issued. 

‘‘(iii) TIME LIMITATION.—This subparagraph 
shall apply only to allegations made by sub-
scribers before the expiration of the 1-year 
period that begins on the issuance of the bill 
described in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) PROCEDURE FOR CARRIER REMEDY.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall, 

by rule, establish a procedure for rendering 
determinations with respect to violations of 
this subsection. Such procedure shall permit 
such determinations to be made upon the fil-
ing of (I) a complaint by a telecommuni-
cations carrier that was providing telephone 
exchange service or telephone toll service to 
a subscriber before the occurrence of an al-
leged violation, and seeking damages under 
clause (ii), or (II) a complaint by a tele-
communications carrier that was providing 
services after the alleged violation, and 
seeking a reinstatement of charges under 
clause (iii). Either such complaint shall be 
filed not later than 6 months after the date 
on which any subscriber whose allegation is 
included in the complaint submitted an alle-
gation of the violation to the executing car-
rier under subparagraph (B)(i). Either such 
complaint may seek determinations under 
this paragraph with respect to multiple al-
leged violations in accordance with such pro-
cedures as the Commission shall establish in 
the rules prescribed under this subparagraph. 

‘‘(ii) DETERMINATION OF VIOLATION AND REM-
EDIES.—In a proceeding under this subpara-
graph, if the Commission determines that a 
violation of this subsection has occurred, 
other than an inadvertent or unintentional 
violation, the Commission shall award dam-
ages— 

‘‘(I) to the telecommunications carrier fil-
ing the complaint, in an amount equal to the 
sum of (aa) the gross amount of charges that 
the carrier would have received from the 
subscriber during the violation, and (bb) $500 
per violation; and 

‘‘(II) to the subscriber that was subjected 
to the violation, in the amount of $500. 

‘‘(iii) DETERMINATION OF NO VIOLATION.—If 
the Commission determines that a violation 
of this subsection has not occurred, the Com-
mission shall order that any credit provided 
to the subscriber under subparagraph (B)(ii) 
be reversed, or that the carrier may resub-
mit a bill for the amount of the credit to the 
subscriber notwithstanding any discharge 
under subparagraph (B)(ii). 

‘‘(iv) SPEEDY RESOLUTION OF COMPLAINTS.— 
The procedure established under this sub-
paragraph shall provide for a determination 
of each complaint filed under the procedure 
not later than 6 months after filing. 

‘‘(D) MAINTENANCE OF INFORMATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall, 

by rule, require each executing carrier to 
maintain information regarding each alleged 
violation of this subsection of which the car-
rier has been notified. 

‘‘(ii) CONTENTS.—The information required 
to be maintained pursuant to this paragraph 
shall include, for each alleged violation of 
this subsection, the effective date of the 
change of service involved in the alleged vio-
lation, the name of the provider of the serv-
ice to which the change was made, the name, 
address, and telephone number of the sub-
scriber who was subject to the alleged viola-
tion, and the amount of any credit provided 
under subparagraph (B)(ii). 

‘‘(iii) FORM.—The Commission shall pre-
scribe one or more computer data formats 
for the maintenance of information under 
this paragraph, which shall be designed to fa-
cilitate submission and compilation pursu-
ant to this subparagraph. 

‘‘(iv) MONTHLY REPORTS.—Each executing 
carrier shall, on not less than a monthly 
basis, submit the information maintained 
pursuant to this subparagraph to the Com-
mission. 

‘‘(v) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.—The Com-
mission shall make the information sub-
mitted pursuant to clause (iv) available upon 
request to any telecommunications carrier. 
Any telecommunications carrier obtaining 
access to such information shall use such in-
formation exclusively for the purposes of in-
vestigating, filing, or resolving complaints 
under this section. 

‘‘(4) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Unless the Commis-
sion determines that there are mitigating 
circumstances, violation of this subsection is 
punishable by a forfeiture penalty under sec-
tion 503 of not less than $40,000 for the first 
offense, and not less than $150,000 for each 
subsequent offense. 

‘‘(5) RECOVERY OF FORFEITURES.—The Com-
mission may take such action as may be nec-
essary— 

‘‘(A) to collect any forfeitures it imposes 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(B) on behalf of any subscriber, to collect 
any damages awarded the subscriber under 
this subsection. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION TO WIRELESS.—This sec-
tion does not apply to a provider of commer-
cial mobile service. 

‘‘(e) COMMISSION REQUIREMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS.—Every 6 

months, the Commission shall compile and 
publish a report ranking telecommuni-
cations carriers by the percentage of verified 
complaints, excluding those generated by the 
carrier’s unaffiliated resellers, compared to 
the number of the carrier’s changes in a sub-
scriber’s selection of a provider of telephone 
exchange service and telephone toll service. 

‘‘(2) INVESTIGATION.—If a telecommuni-
cations carrier is listed among the 5 worst 
performers based upon the percentage of 
verified complaints, excluding those gen-
erated by the carrier’s unaffiliated resellers, 
compared to its number of carrier selection 
changes in the semiannual reports 3 times in 
succession, the Commission shall investigate 
the carrier’s practices regarding subscribers’ 
selections of providers of telephone exchange 
service and telephone toll service. If the 
Commission finds that the carrier is mis-
representing adherence to the Code or is 
willfully and repeatedly changing sub-
scribers’ selections of providers, the Com-
mission shall find such carrier to be in viola-
tion of this section and shall impose a civil 
penalty on the carrier under section 503 of up 
to $1,000,000. 

‘‘(3) CODE REVIEW.—Every 2 years, the Com-
mission shall review the Code to ensure its 
requirements adequately protect subscribers 
from improper changes in a subscriber’s se-
lection of a provider of telephone exchange 
service and telephone toll service. 

‘‘(f) ACTIONS BY STATES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever an attorney 

general of any State has reason to believe 
that the interests of the residents of that 
State have been or are being threatened or 
adversely affected because any person has 
violated the Code or subsection (c), or any 
rule or regulation prescribed by the Commis-
sion under subsection (c), the State may 
bring a civil action on behalf of its residents 
in an appropriate district court of the United 
States to enjoin such violation, to enforce 
compliance with such Code, subsection, rule, 
or regulation, to obtain damages on behalf of 
their residents, or to obtain such further and 
other relief as the court may deem appro-
priate. 

‘‘(2) NOTICE.—The State shall serve prior 
written notice of any civil action under para-
graph (1) upon the Commission and provide 
the Commission with a copy of its com-

plaint, except that if it is not feasible for the 
State to provide such prior notice, the State 
shall serve such notice immediately upon in-
stituting such action. Upon receiving a no-
tice respecting a civil action, the Commis-
sion shall have the right (A) to intervene in 
such action, (B) upon so intervening, to be 
heard on all matters arising therein, and (C) 
to file petitions for appeal. 

‘‘(3) VENUE.—Any civil action brought 
under this section in a district court of the 
United States may be brought in the district 
wherein the defendant is found or is an in-
habitant or transacts business or wherein 
the violation occurred or is occurring, and 
process in such cases may be served in any 
district in which the defendant is an inhab-
itant or wherever the defendant may be 
found. 

‘‘(4) INVESTIGATORY POWERS.—For purposes 
of bringing any civil action under paragraph 
(1), nothing in this Act shall prevent the at-
torney general from exercising the powers 
conferred on the attorney general by the 
laws of such State to conduct investigations 
or to administer oaths or affirmations or to 
compel the attendance of witnesses or the 
production of documentary and other evi-
dence. 

‘‘(5) EFFECT ON STATE COURT PRO-
CEEDINGS.—Nothing contained in this sub-
section shall prohibit an authorized State of-
ficial from proceeding in State court on the 
basis of an alleged violation of any general 
civil or criminal statute of such State. 

‘‘(6) LIMITATION.—Whenever the Commis-
sion has instituted a civil action for viola-
tion of this section or any rule or regulation 
thereunder, no State may, during the pend-
ency of such action instituted by the Com-
mission, institute a civil action against any 
defendant named in the Commission’s com-
plaint for violation of any rule as alleged in 
the Commission’s complaint. 

‘‘(7) ACTIONS BY OTHER STATE OFFICIALS.—In 
addition to actions brought by an attorney 
general of a State under paragraph (1), such 
an action may be brought by officers of such 
State who are authorized by the State to 
bring actions in such State for protection of 
consumers. 

‘‘(g) STATE LAW NOT PREEMPTED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 

or in the regulations prescribed under this 
section shall preempt any State law that im-
poses more restrictive requirements, regula-
tions (including an option protecting a sub-
scriber’s choice of a provider of telephone ex-
change service or telephone toll service from 
being switched without the subscriber’s ex-
press consent), damages, costs, or penalties 
on changes in a subscriber’s service or selec-
tion of a provider of telephone exchange 
service or telephone toll services than are 
imposed under this section. 

‘‘(2) PRESERVATION OF COMMISSION AUTHOR-
ITY WITH RESPECT TO UNFAIR MARKETING OF 
SUBSCRIBER SELECTION FREEZES.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), the Commission shall 
prescribe rules to prevent the marketing or 
provision in an unfair or deceptive manner of 
an option protecting a subscriber’s choice of 
a provider of telephone exchange service or 
telephone toll service from being switched 
without the subscriber’s express consent. 

‘‘(h) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
‘‘(1) CHANGE INCLUDES INITIAL SELECTION.— 

For purposes of this section, the initiation of 
telephone toll service to a subscriber by a 
telecommunications carrier shall be treated 
as a change in selection of a provider of tele-
phone toll service. 

‘‘(2) ACTION BY UNAFFILIATED RESELLER NOT 
IMPUTED TO CARRIER.—No telecommuni-
cations carrier may be found in violation of 
this section solely on the basis of a violation 
of this section by an unaffiliated reseller of 
that carrier’s services or facilities. 
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‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion: 
‘‘(1) SUBSCRIBER.—The term ‘subscriber’ 

means the person named on the billing state-
ment or account, or any other person au-
thorized to make changes in the providers of 
telephone exchange service or telephone toll 
service. 

‘‘(2) EXECUTING CARRIER.—The term ‘exe-
cuting carrier’ means, with respect to any 
change in the provider of local exchange 
service or telephone toll service, the local 
exchange carrier that executed such change. 

‘‘(3) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The term ‘attor-
ney general’ means the chief legal officer of 
a State.’’. 

(b) NTIA STUDY OF THIRD-PARTY ADMINIS-
TRATION.—Within 180 days of enactment of 
this Act, the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration shall report 
to the Committee on Commerce of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate on the feasibility and desirability 
of establishing a neutral third-party admin-
istration system to prevent illegal changes 
in telephone subscriber carrier selections. 
The study shall include— 

(1) an analysis of the cost of establishing a 
single national or several independent data-
bases or clearinghouses to verify and submit 
changes in carrier selections; 

(2) the additional cost to carriers, per 
change in carrier selection, to fund the ongo-
ing operation of any or all such independent 
databases or clearinghouses; and 

(3) the advantages and disadvantages of 
utilizing independent databases or clearing-
houses for verifying and submitting carrier 
selection changes. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 
S. 1085. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the 
treatment of bonds issued to acquire 
renewable resources on land subject to 
conservation easement; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

THE COMMUNITY FORESTRY AND AGRICULTURE 
CONSERVATION ACT 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise today to introduce the 
‘‘Community Forestry and Agriculture 
Conservation Act of 1999.’’ 

Mr. President, all across America we 
are losing hundreds of thousands of 
acres of productive forest and agricul-
tural land to urban uses. And with the 
loss of these lands, we also lose some of 
our ability to protect watersheds, fish 
and wildlife, and the rural character 
and economies of many communities. 

Local governments and non-profit or-
ganizations, including growing num-
bers of land trusts, are responding to 
these issues, and to citizen demand 
that private land provide more public 
benefit. They have made significant 
progress by purchasing land outright 
or protecting it through conservation 
easements. 

Unfortunately, communities and 
non-profits simply do not have the re-
sources to meet public demand for open 
space protection. And the most tradi-
tional means of protection—outright 
purchase of land or conservation ease-
ments—are inadequate to protect larg-
er tracts of forest and agricultural 
land. 

Mr. President, the bill I am intro-
ducing today would give communities a 
flexible and dynamic tool to protect 

forest and agricultural land. In fact, 
some communities, including at least 
one in the State of Washington, are al-
ready mobilizing to take advantage of 
the legislation I am introducing today. 

The concept behind this bill is 
straightforward. 

Under my bill, a group of community 
members and leaders who are inter-
ested in protecting a tract of forest or 
farm land would work with one or more 
landowners to reach a voluntary sale 
agreement at fair market value. 

The community group would then 
form a non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation 
with a diverse board of directors. The 
board of directors could include land-
owners, conservationists, financial and 
business leaders, forestry and agricul-
tural professionals, and others inter-
ested in managing the land. 

The non-profit corporation would de-
velop an agreement on what land would 
be acquired and at what price. 

In addition, the corporation would 
develop a binding management plan. 
The management plan would provide 
for continued harvest of trees and 
crops, but in a manner that exceeds 
federal and state conservation stand-
ards. 

A local government would then issue 
tax exempt revenue bonds on behalf of 
the non-profit corporation to fund the 
acquisition of the land. The bonds 
would be held and serviced by the non- 
profit with revenue raised by the con-
tinued harvest of trees or crops in ac-
cordance with the management plan. 
The non-profit corporation would also 
hold the title to the land. 

In forming the non-profit corpora-
tion, community leaders would be re-
quired to meet strict standards before 
bonds were issued. These standards will 
ensure that public benefits are 
achieved and abuse is prevented. 

First, the non-profit corporation 
must draft a land management plan 
that exceeds state and federal law. 

Second, the corporation must enter 
the land into a permanent conservation 
easement. 

Third, the corporation must secure 
the commitment of a third party 
501(c)3 organization or governmental 
entity to hold the conservation ease-
ment. It must also provide the third 
party with the financial resources 
needed to monitor compliance with the 
easement. 

Last, the corporation must establish 
a diverse board of directors. No more 
than 20 percent of the board members 
can represent a for-profit entity that 
does business with the non-profit. 

Mr. President, let me explain why my 
bill is necessary to make this new ap-
proach possible. Current law allows for 
the issuance of tax-exempt debt on be-
half of non-profit corporations, such as 
hospitals and higher education facili-
ties that require large amounts of cap-
ital. This bill ensures forest and agri-
cultural based non-profits can enjoy 
the same benefits. 

Once the interested parties complete 
the management plan, issue the bonds, 

acquire the land and place it in trust, 
landowners, local governments, the en-
vironment, and the public all benefit. 

Mr. President, foresters and agricul-
tural producers are often land-rich and 
cash-poor. My bill would allow land-
owners to capitalize some or all of 
their assets. It would also allow land-
owners to continue harvesting timber 
from the land but at a lower harvest 
level. While the non-profit could man-
age harvest activities on the land, it is 
more likely it will contract out for 
these services. This will allow the 
original landowner or other interested 
natural resource businesses to manage 
and receive economic benefits from the 
land. In addition, this tool will allow 
the landowner to escape the manage-
ment problems that arise when urban 
growth begins to encroach on forestry 
or agricultural operations. 

Local governments benefit by con-
tinuing to receive tax dollars that re-
sult from economic activities on the 
land. 

And the land receives better steward-
ship because broad-based conservation 
efforts can be undertaken at a lower 
cost than under more traditional land 
acquisition methods. Through these 
conservation easements, non-profits 
will have the financial flexibility to 
apply lighter resource management 
practices on the land. 

This is an important point. The lower 
cost of capital and non-profit land 
management would allow communities 
to increase conservation benefits. I 
know many landowners and companies 
would prefer to increase conservation 
practices. However, they also have to 
meet the demands of the bottom-line 
and stockholders. By reducing these fi-
nancial pressures, we can provide a 
higher level of resource protection on 
these lands. 

And the higher levels of resource pro-
tection can respond to the greatest en-
vironmental needs in that region. For 
example, in my home state of Wash-
ington, the non-profit corporation 
could increase buffer areas along 
streams to protect salmon runs and en-
gage in habitat restoration. These 
steps would help my state respond to 
salmon listings under the Endangered 
Species Act. 

Finally, the American people benefit 
the most. They will have more environ-
mental protection and recreational op-
portunities without sacrificing an im-
portant part of their community’s eco-
nomic and tax base. This tool will also 
allow communities to promote local 
ownership of their land and to better 
control their destiny. 

Mr. President, in the last three 
years, Congress and the Clinton Ad-
ministration have been discussing 
more and more the issues of ‘‘sprawl’’ 
and ‘‘livability.’’ We are finally start-
ing to see at the national level a rec-
ognition that the federal government’s 
actions play an important role in how 
communities grow. These are not new 
ideas—they have been discussed at the 
local and state levels for decades. I am 
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pleased to see Congress and the Admin-
istration joining this discussion. 

We have heard and seen many good 
ideas and proposals for improving the 
quality of life in our communities, 
from greater open space protection to 
improved transportation infrastruc-
ture. I support many of these efforts. 

However, my bill addresses one as-
pect of this discussion that is not draw-
ing as much attention in the press. And 
that is the destruction of farm and for-
est economies in many regions that are 
rapidly urbanizing. In the Puget Sound 
region, growth has choked the eco-
nomic viability of forest and agricul-
tural operations in many areas. Con-
cerned citizens and governments are 
forced to try to save forest and farm 
land on a smaller, more piecemeal 
basis. As successful and rewarding as 
many of these efforts have been, we 
need to give communities the option to 
save larger tracts of land that cannot 
be acquired outright. By doing so, we 
can maintain viable farm and forest 
operations near growing urban areas, 
and help strengthen the connection be-
tween rural producers and urban con-
sumers. 

Today, Representatives DUNN and 
TANNER are introducing this legislation 
in the House. I am pleased to join their 
effort on this important issue by spon-
soring companion legislation. 

In closing, I want to emphasize that 
this is an approach that every Senator 
can support. It is bipartisan. It is vol-
untary. It maintains private land own-
ership and embraces private land-
owners. It limits government involve-
ment but establishes proper enforce-
ment to prevent abuse. It protects the 
environment. It provides local control. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me to pass the Community For-
estry and Agriculture Conservation 
Act. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1085 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Community 
Forestry and Agriculture Conservation Act 
of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF BONDS ISSUED TO AC-

QUIRE RENEWABLE RESOURCES ON 
LAND SUBJECT TO CONSERVATION 
EASEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 145 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (defining qualified 
501(c)(3) bond) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (e) as subsection (f) and by insert-
ing after subsection (d) the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) BONDS ISSUED TO ACQUIRE RENEWABLE 
RESOURCES ON LAND SUBJECT TO CONSERVA-
TION EASEMENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If— 
‘‘(A) the proceeds of any bond are used to 

acquire land (or a long-term lease thereof) 
together with any renewable resource associ-
ated with the land (including standing tim-
ber, agricultural crops, or water rights) from 
an unaffiliated person, 

‘‘(B) the land is subject to a conservation 
restriction— 

‘‘(i) which is granted in perpetuity to an 
unaffiliated person that is— 

‘‘(I) a 501(c)(3) organization, or 
‘‘(II) a Federal, State, or local government 

conservation organization, 
‘‘(ii) which meets the requirements of 

clauses (ii) and (iii)(II) of section 170(h)(4)(A), 
‘‘(iii) which exceeds the requirements of 

relevant environmental and land use stat-
utes and regulations, and 

‘‘(iv) which obligates the owner of the land 
to pay the costs incurred by the holder of the 
conservation restriction in monitoring com-
pliance with such restriction, 

‘‘(C) a management plan which meets the 
requirements of the statutes and regulations 
referred to in subparagraph (B)(iii) is devel-
oped for the conservation of the renewable 
resources, and 

‘‘(D) such bond would be a qualified 
501(c)(3) bond (after the application of para-
graph (2)) but for the failure to use revenues 
derived by the 501(c)(3) organization from the 
sale, lease, or other use of such resource as 
otherwise required by this part, 
such bond shall not fail to be a qualified 
501(c)(3) bond by reason of the failure to so 
use such revenues if the revenues which are 
not used as otherwise required by this part 
are used in a manner consistent with the 
stated charitable purposes of the 501(c)(3) or-
ganization. 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF TIMBER, ETC.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a), the cost of any renewable re-
source acquired with proceeds of any bond 
described in paragraph (1) shall be treated as 
a cost of acquiring the land associated with 
the renewable resource and such land shall 
not be treated as used for a private business 
use because of the sale or leasing of the re-
newable resource to, or other use of the re-
newable resource by, an unaffiliated person 
to the extent that such sale, leasing, or other 
use does not constitute an unrelated trade or 
business, determined by applying section 
513(a). 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION OF BOND MATURITY LIMI-
TATION.—For purposes of section 147(b), the 
cost of any land or renewable resource ac-
quired with proceeds of any bond described 
in paragraph (1) shall have an economic life 
commensurate with the economic and eco-
logical feasibility of the financing of such 
land or renewable resource. 

‘‘(C) UNAFFILIATED PERSON.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘unaffiliated per-
son’ means any person who controls not 
more than 20 percent of the governing body 
of another person.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 26 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 26, a bill entitled the ‘‘Bipar-
tisan Campaign Reform Act of 1999’’. 

S. 135 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 135, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase 
the deduction for the health insurance 
costs of self-employed individuals, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 247 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 

247, a bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to reform the copyright 
law with respect to satellite retrans-
missions of broadcast signals, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 285 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 285, a bill to amend title II of 
the Social Security Act to restore the 
link between the maximum amount of 
earnings by blind individuals permitted 
without demonstrating ability to en-
gage in substantial gainful activity and 
the exempt amount permitted in deter-
mining excess earnings under the earn-
ings test. 

S. 296 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 296, a bill to provide for continu-
ation of the Federal research invest-
ment in a fiscally sustainable way, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 309 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
309, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that a 
member of the uniformed services shall 
be treated as using a principal resi-
dence while away from home on quali-
fied official extended duty in deter-
mining the exclusion of gain from the 
sale of such residence. 

S. 344 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
344, a biil to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a safe har-
bor for determining that certain indi-
viduals are not employees. 

S. 345 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
345, a bill to amend the Animal Welfare 
Act to remove the limitation that per-
mits interstate movement of live birds, 
for the purpose of fighting, to States in 
which animal fighting is lawful. 

S. 348 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 348, a bill to authorize 
and facilitate a program to enhance 
training, research and development, 
energy conservation and efficiency, 
and consumer education in the oilheat 
industry for the benefit of oilheat con-
sumers and the public, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 409 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
409, a bill to authorize qualified organi-
zations to provide technical assistance 
and capacity building services to mi-
croenterprise development organiza-
tions and programs and to disadvan-
taged entrepreneurs using funds from 
the Community Development Finan-
cial Institutions Fund, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 459 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 459, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to in-
crease the State ceiling on private ac-
tivity bonds. 

S. 512 
At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ROBB) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
512, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for the expan-
sion, intensification, and coordination 
of the activities of the Department of 
Health and Human Services with re-
spect to research on autism. 

S. 541 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 541, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
make certain changes related to pay-
ments for graduate medical education 
under the medicare program. 

S. 573 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
573, a bill to provide individuals with 
access to health information of which 
they are a subject, ensure personal pri-
vacy with respect to health-care-re-
lated information, impose criminal and 
civil penalties for unauthorized use of 
protected health information, to pro-
vide for the strong enforcement of 
these rights, and to protect States’ 
rights. 

S. 580 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 580, a bill to amend title 
IX of the Public Health Service Act to 
revise and extend the Agency for 
Healthcare Policy and Research. 

S. 620 
At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 620, a bill to grant a Federal charter 
to Korean War Veterans Association, 
Incorporated, and for other purposes. 

S. 625 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 625, a bill to amend title 
11, United States Code, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 636 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 636, 
a bill to amend title XXVII of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act and part 7 of 
subtitle B of title I of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to establish standards for the 
health quality improvement of chil-
dren in managed care plans and other 
health plans. 

S. 706 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from California 

(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 706, a bill to create a Na-
tional Museum of Women’s History Ad-
visory Committee. 

S. 751 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 751, a bill to combat nursing 
home fraud and abuse, increase protec-
tions for victims of telemarketing 
fraud, enhance safeguards for pension 
plans and health care benefit programs, 
and enhance penalties for crimes 
against seniors, and for other purposes. 

S. 818 

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 818, a bill to require the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to conduct a study of the mor-
tality and adverse outcome rates of 
medicare patients related to the provi-
sion of anesthesia services. 

S. 820 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 820, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the 4.3-cent motor fuel excise taxes on 
railroads and inland waterway trans-
portation which remain in the general 
fund of the Treasury. 

S. 841 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
841, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for cov-
erage of outpatient prescription drugs 
under the medicare program. 

S. 890 

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 890, a bill to facilitate the natu-
ralization of aliens who served with 
special guerrilla units or irregular 
forces in Laos. 

S. 902 

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 902, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to per-
mit States the option to provide med-
icaid coverage for low-income individ-
uals infected with HIV. 

S. 918 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), and the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 918, a bill to 
authorize the Small Business Adminis-
tration to provide financial and busi-
ness development assistance to mili-
tary reservists’ small business, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was withdrawn as a cosponsor 
of S. 918, supra. 

S. 1007 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1007, a bill to assist in the conservation 
of great apes by supporting and pro-
viding financial resources for the con-
servation programs of countries within 
the range of great apes and projects of 
persons with demonstrated expertise in 
the conservation of great apes. 

S. 1067 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1067, a bill to promote the adoption 
of children with special needs. 

S. 1070 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
DOMENICI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1070, a bill to require the Secretary 
of Labor to wait for completion of a 
National Academy of Sciences study 
before promulgating a standard, regu-
lation or guideline on ergonomics. 

AMENDMENT NO. 355 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SESSIONS) were added as co-
sponsors of Amendment No. 355 pro-
posed to S. 254, a bill to reduce violent 
juvenile crime, promote accountability 
by rehabilitation of juvenile criminals, 
punish and deter violent gang crime, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 358 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) were added as co-
sponsors of Amendment No. 358 pro-
posed to S. 254, a bill to reduce violent 
juvenile crime, promote accountability 
by rehabilitation of juvenile criminals, 
punish and deter violent gang crime, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 358 proposed to S. 254, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 361 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 361 proposed to S. 254, a bill 
to reduce violent juvenile crime, pro-
mote accountability by rehabilitation 
of juvenile criminals, punish and deter 
violent gang crime, and for other pur-
poses. 

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Amendment No. 361 proposed to S. 254, 
supra. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

VIOLENT AND REPEAT JUVENILE 
OFFENDER ACCOUNTABILITY 
AND REHABILITATION ACT OF 
1999 

LAUTENBERG (AND KERREY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 362 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. KERREY) proposed an amendment 
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to the bill (S. 254) to reduce violent ju-
venile crime, promote accountability 
by rehabilitation of juvenile criminals, 
punish and deter violent gang crime, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. ll. EXTENSION OF BRADY BACKGROUND 

CHECKS TO GUN SHOWS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) more than 4,400 traditional gun shows 

are held annually across the United States, 
attracting thousands of attendees per show 
and hundreds of Federal firearms licensees 
and nonlicensed firearms sellers; 

(2) traditional gun shows, as well as flea 
markets and other organized events, at 
which a large number of firearms are offered 
for sale by Federal firearms licensees and 
nonlicensed firearms sellers, form a signifi-
cant part of the national firearms market; 

(3) firearms and ammunition that are ex-
hibited or offered for sale or exchange at gun 
shows, flea markets, and other organized 
events move easily in and substantially af-
fect interstate commerce; 

(4) in fact, even before a firearm is exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange at a gun 
show, flea market, or other organized event, 
the gun, its component parts, ammunition, 
and the raw materials from which it is man-
ufactured have moved in interstate com-
merce; 

(5) gun shows, flea markets, and other or-
ganized events at which firearms are exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange, provide 
a convenient and centralized commercial lo-
cation at which firearms may be bought and 
sold anonymously, often without background 
checks and without records that enable gun 
tracing; 

(6) at gun shows, flea markets, and other 
organized events at which guns are exhibited 
or offered for sale or exchange, criminals and 
other prohibited persons obtain guns without 
background checks and frequently use guns 
that cannot be traced to later commit 
crimes; 

(7) many persons who buy and sell firearms 
at gun shows, flea markets, and other orga-
nized events cross State lines to attend these 
events and engage in the interstate transpor-
tation of firearms obtained at these events; 

(8) gun violence is a pervasive, national 
problem that is exacerbated by the avail-
ability of guns at gun shows, flea markets, 
and other organized events; 

(9) firearms associated with gun shows 
have been transferred illegally to residents 
of another State by Federal firearms licens-
ees and nonlicensed firearms sellers, and 
have been involved in subsequent crimes in-
cluding drug offenses, crimes of violence, 
property crimes, and illegal possession of 
firearms by felons and other prohibited per-
sons; and 

(10) Congress has the power, under the 
interstate commerce clause and other provi-
sions of the Constitution of the United 
States, to ensure, by enactment of this Act, 
that criminals and other prohibited persons 
do not obtain firearms at gun shows, flea 
markets, and other organized events. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 921(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(35) GUN SHOW.—The term ‘gun show’ 
means any event— 

‘‘(A) at which 50 or more firearms are of-
fered or exhibited for sale, transfer, or ex-
change, if 1 or more of the firearms has been 
shipped or transported in, or otherwise af-
fects, interstate or foreign commerce; and 

‘‘(B) at which— 
‘‘(i) not less than 20 percent of the exhibi-

tors are firearm exhibitors; 
‘‘(ii) there are not less than 10 firearm ex-

hibitors; or 

‘‘(iii) 50 or more firearms are offered for 
sale, transfer, or exchange. 

‘‘(36) GUN SHOW PROMOTER.—The term ‘gun 
show promoter’ means any person who orga-
nizes, plans, promotes, or operates a gun 
show. 

‘‘(37) GUN SHOW VENDOR.—The term ‘gun 
show vendor’ means any person who exhibits, 
sells, offers for sale, transfers, or exchanges 
1 or more firearms at a gun show, regardless 
of whether or not the person arranges with 
the gun show promoter for a fixed location 
from which to exhibit, sell, offer for sale, 
transfer, or exchange 1 or more firearms.’’ 

(c) REGULATION OF FIREARMS TRANSFERS AT 
GUN SHOWS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 931. Regulation of firearms transfers at 

gun shows 
‘‘(a) REGISTRATION OF GUN SHOW PRO-

MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) registers with the Secretary in accord-
ance with regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(2) pays a registration fee, in an amount 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF GUN SHOW PRO-
MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) before commencement of the gun 
show, verifies the identity of each gun show 
vendor participating in the gun show by ex-
amining a valid identification document (as 
defined in section 1028(d)(1)) of the vendor 
containing a photograph of the vendor; 

‘‘(2) before commencement of the gun 
show, requires each gun show vendor to 
sign— 

‘‘(A) a ledger with identifying information 
concerning the vendor; and 

‘‘(B) a notice advising the vendor of the ob-
ligations of the vendor under this chapter; 
and 

‘‘(3) notifies each person who attends the 
gun show of the requirements of this chap-
ter, in accordance with such regulations as 
the Secretary shall prescribe; and 

‘‘(4) maintains a copy of the records de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) at the per-
manent place of business of the gun show 
promoter for such period of time and in such 
form as the Secretary shall require by regu-
lation. 

‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFERORS 
OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 
transaction takes place at a gun show, it 
shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to transfer a fire-
arm to another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not transfer the firearm to the 
transferee until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not transfer the firearm to the trans-
feree if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(3) ABSENCE OF RECORDKEEPING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Nothing in this section shall permit 

or authorize the Secretary to impose record-
keeping requirements on any non-licensed 
vendor. 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFEREES 
OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 
transaction takes place at a gun show, it 
shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to receive a fire-
arm from another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not receive the firearm from the 
transferor until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not receive the firearm from the trans-
feror if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF LICENSEES.—A li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer who agrees to assist a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter in car-
rying out the responsibilities of that person 
under subsection (c) or (d) with respect to 
the transfer of a firearm shall— 

‘‘(1) enter such information about the fire-
arm as the Secretary may require by regula-
tion into a separate bound record; 

‘‘(2) record the transfer on a form specified 
by the Secretary; 

‘‘(3) comply with section 922(t) as if trans-
ferring the firearm from the inventory of the 
licensed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer to the designated transferee 
(although a licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer complying with 
this subsection shall not be required to com-
ply again with the requirements of section 
922(t) in delivering the firearm to the non-
licensed transferor), and notify the non-
licensed transferor and the nonlicensed 
transferee— 

‘‘(A) of such compliance; and 
‘‘(B) if the transfer is subject to the re-

quirements of section 922(t)(1), of any receipt 
by the licensed importer, licensed manufac-
turer, or licensed dealer of a notification 
from the national instant criminal back-
ground check system that the transfer would 
violate section 922 or would violate State 
law; 

‘‘(4) not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(A) shall be on a form specified by the 
Secretary by regulation; and 

‘‘(B) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to any per-
son involved in the transfer who is not li-
censed under this chapter; 

‘‘(5) if the licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer assists a person 
other than a licensee in transferring, at 1 
time or during any 5 consecutive business 
days, 2 or more pistols or revolvers, or any 
combination of pistols and revolvers totaling 
2 or more, to the same nonlicensed person, in 
addition to the reports required under para-
graph (4), prepare a report of the multiple 
transfers, which report shall be— 

‘‘(A) prepared on a form specified by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) not later than the close of business on 
the date on which the transfer occurs, for-
warded to— 
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‘‘(i) the office specified on the form de-

scribed in subparagraph (A); and 
‘‘(ii) the appropriate State law enforce-

ment agency of the jurisdiction in which the 
transfer occurs; and 

‘‘(6) retain a record of the transfer as part 
of the permanent business records of the li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer. 

‘‘(f) RECORDS OF LICENSEE TRANSFERS.—If 
any part of a firearm transaction takes place 
at a gun show, each licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, and licensed dealer 
who transfers 1 or more firearms to a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter shall, 
not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(1) shall be in a form specified by the Sec-
retary by regulation; 

‘‘(2) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to the 
transferee; and 

‘‘(3) shall not duplicate information pro-
vided in any report required under sub-
section (e)(4). 

‘‘(g) FIREARM TRANSACTION DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘firearm transaction’— 

‘‘(1) includes the offer for sale, sale, trans-
fer, or exchange of a firearm; and 

‘‘(2) does not include the mere exhibition of 
a firearm.’’. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Whoever knowingly violates sec-
tion 931(a) shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(B) Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 931, shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 

‘‘(C) Whoever willfully violates section 
931(d), shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 

‘‘(D) Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (e) or (f) of section 931 shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both. 

‘‘(E) In addition to any other penalties im-
posed under this paragraph, the Secretary 
may, with respect to any person who know-
ingly violates any provision of section 931— 

‘‘(i) if the person is registered pursuant to 
section 931(a), after notice and opportunity 
for a hearing, suspend for not more than 6 
months or revoke the registration of that 
person under section 931(a); and 

‘‘(ii) impose a civil fine in an amount equal 
to not more than $10,000.’’. 

(3) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in the chapter analysis, by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘931. Regulation of firearms transfers at gun 

shows.’’; and 

(B) in the first sentence of section 923(j), by 
striking ‘‘a gun show or event’’ and inserting 
‘‘an event’’; and 

(d) INSPECTION AUTHORITY.—Section 
923(g)(1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B), 
the Secretary may enter during business 
hours the place of business of any gun show 
promoter and any place where a gun show is 

held for the purposes of examining the 
records required by sections 923 and 931 and 
the inventory of licensees conducting busi-
ness at the gun show. Such entry and exam-
ination shall be conducted for the purposes 
of determining compliance with this chapter 
by gun show promoters and licensees con-
ducting business at the gun show and shall 
not require a showing of reasonable cause or 
a warrant.’’. 

(e) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR SERIOUS REC-
ORDKEEPING VIOLATIONS BY LICENSEES.—Sec-
tion 924(a)(3) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), any licensed dealer, licensed importer, 
licensed manufacturer, or licensed collector 
who knowingly makes any false statement 
or representation with respect to the infor-
mation required by this chapter to be kept in 
the records of a person licensed under this 
chapter, or violates section 922(m) shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

‘‘(B) If the violation described in subpara-
graph (A) is in relation to an offense— 

‘‘(i) under paragraph (1) or (3) of section 
922(b), such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or 
both; or 

‘‘(ii) under subsection (a)(6) or (d) of sec-
tion 922, such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 

(f) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 
OF CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(1) PENALTIES.—Section 924 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (s) or (t) of section 922’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 922(s)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) Whoever knowingly violates section 

922(t) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN ELEMENTS OF 
OFFENSE.—Section 922(t)(5) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and, at 
the time’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘State law’’. 

(g) GUN OWNER PRIVACY AND PREVENTION 
OF FRAUD AND ABUSE OF SYSTEM INFORMA-
TION.—Section 922(t)(2)(C) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, as 
soon as possible, consistent with the respon-
sibility of the Attorney General under sec-
tion 103(h) of the Brady Handgun Violence 
Prevention Act to ensure the privacy and se-
curity of the system and to prevent system 
fraud and abuse, but in no event later than 90 
days after the date on which the licensee 
first contacts the system with respect to the 
transfer’’. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section (other 
than subsection (i)) and the amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(i) INAPPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, the provisions of the title headed ‘‘GEN-
ERAL FIREARM PROVISIONS’’ (as added by 
the amendment of Mr. Craig number 332) and 
the provisions of the section headed ‘‘APPLI-
CATION OF SECTION 923(j) AND (m)’’ (as 
added by the amendment of Mr. Hatch num-
ber 344) shall be null and void. 

HATCH AND LEAHY AMENDMENT 
NO. 363 

Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 254, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title IV, add the following: 

Subtitle ll—Safe School Security 
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Safe 
School Security Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll2. ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHOOL SECU-

RITY TECHNOLOGY CENTER. 
(a) SCHOOL SECURITY TECHNOLOGY CEN-

TER.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Attorney Gen-

eral, the Secretary of Education, and the 
Secretary of Energy shall enter into an 
agreement for the establishment at the 
Sandia National Laboratories, in partnership 
with the National Law Enforcement and Cor-
rections Technology Center—Southeast and 
the National Center for Rural Law Enforce-
ment, of a center to be known as the ‘‘School 
Security Technology Center’’. The School 
Security Technology Center shall be admin-
istered by the Attorney General. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.—The School Security Tech-
nology Center shall be a resource to local 
educational agencies for school security as-
sessments, security technology development, 
technology availability and implementation, 
and technical assistance relating to improv-
ing school security. The School Security 
Technology Center shall also conduct and 
publish research on school violence, coalesce 
data from victim groups, and monitor and 
report on schools that implement school se-
curity strategies. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

(1) $3,700,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $3,800,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
(3) $3,900,000 for fiscal year 2002. 

SEC. ll3. GRANTS FOR LOCAL SCHOOL SECU-
RITY PROGRAMS. 

Subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7111 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 4119. LOCAL SCHOOL SECURITY PRO-

GRAMS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From amounts 

appropriated under subsection (c), the Sec-
retary shall award grants on a competitive 
basis to local educational agencies to enable 
the agencies to acquire security technology 
for, or carry out activities related to improv-
ing security at, the middle and secondary 
schools served by the agencies, including ob-
taining school security assessments, and 
technical assistance, for the development of 
a comprehensive school security plan from 
the School Security Technology Center. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, a local edu-
cational agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application in such form and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require, including information relating 
to the security needs of the agency. 

‘‘(3) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to local educational agencies that dem-
onstrate the highest security needs, as re-
ported by the agency in the application sub-
mitted under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
part (other than this section) shall not apply 
to this section. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.’’. 
SEC. ll4. SAFE AND SECURE SCHOOL ADVISORY 

REPORT. 
Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation and the Secretary of Energy, or their 
designees, shall— 

(1) develop a proposal to further improve 
school security; and 
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(2) submit that proposal to Congress. 
At the end, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. DRUG TESTS AND LOCKER INSPEC-
TIONS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘School Violence Prevention 
Act’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 4116(b) of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7116(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para-
graph (11); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(10) consistent with the fourth amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States, testing a student for illegal drug use 
or inspecting a student’s locker for guns, ex-
plosives, other weapons, or illegal drugs, in-
cluding at the request of or with the consent 
of a parent or legal guardian of the student, 
if the local educational agency elects to so 
test or inspect; and’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . WAIVER FOR LOCAL MATCH REQUIRE-

MENT UNDER COMMUNITY POLIC-
ING PROGRAM. 

Section 1701(i) of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3796dd(i)) is amended by adding at the end of 
the first sentence the following: ‘‘The Attor-
ney General shall waive the requirement 
under this subsection of a non-Federal con-
tribution to the costs of a program, project, 
or activity that hires law enforcement offi-
cers for placement in public schools by a ju-
risdiction that demonstrates financial need 
or hardship.’’ 

On page 93, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 93, after line 19, insert the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(16) projects to coordinate the delivery of 

adolescent mental health and substance 
abuse services to children at risk by coordi-
nating councils composed of public and pri-
vate service providers; and 

On page 93, line 20, strike ‘‘(16)’’ and insert 
‘‘(17)’’. 

On page 129, line 5, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 129, after line 5, insert the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(24) provide for projects to coordinate the 

delivery of adolescent mental health and 
substance abuse services to children at risk 
by coordinating councils composed of public 
and private service providers; and 

On page 129, line 6, strike ‘‘(24)’’ and insert 
‘‘(25)’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. l. CARJACKING OFFENSES. 

Section 2119 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘, with the intent to 
cause death or serious body harm’’. 

On page 90, after line 7, insert and renum-
ber the following paragraphs: 

‘‘(5) to develop, implement or operate 
projects for the prevention or reduction of 
truancy through partnerships between local 
education agencies, local law enforcement, 
and, as appropriate, other community 
groups.’’ 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE ll—VIOLENCE PREVENTION 
TRAINING FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD EDU-
CATORS 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Violence 

Prevention Training for Early Childhood 
Educators Act’’. 
SEC. ll02. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to provide 
grants to institutions that carry out early 

childhood education training programs to 
enable the institutions to include violence 
prevention training as part of the prepara-
tion of individuals pursuing careers in early 
childhood development and education. 
SEC. ll03. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Aggressive behavior in early childhood 

is the single best predictor of aggression in 
later life. 

(2) Aggressive and defiant behavior pre-
dictive of later delinquency is increasing 
among our Nation’s youngest children. With-
out prevention efforts, higher percentages of 
juveniles are likely to become violent juve-
nile offenders. 

(3) Research has demonstrated that aggres-
sion is primarily a learned behavior that de-
velops through observation, imitation, and 
direct experience. Therefore, children who 
experience violence as victims or as wit-
nesses are at increased risk of becoming vio-
lent themselves. 

(4) In a study at a Boston city hospital, 1 
out of every 10 children seen in the primary 
care clinic had witnessed a shooting or a 
stabbing before the age of 6, with 50 percent 
of the children witnessing in the home and 50 
percent of the children witnessing in the 
streets. 

(5) A study in New York found that chil-
dren who had been victims of violence within 
their families were 24 percent more likely to 
report violent behavior as adolescents, and 
adolescents who had grown up in families 
where partner violence occurred were 21 per-
cent more likely to report violent delin-
quency than individuals not exposed to vio-
lence. 

(6) Aggression can become well-learned and 
difficult to change by the time a child 
reaches adolescence. Early childhood offers a 
critical period for overcoming risk for vio-
lent behavior and providing support for 
prosocial behavior. 

(7) Violence prevention programs for very 
young children yield economic benefits. By 
providing health and stability to the indi-
vidual child and the child’s family, the pro-
grams may reduce expenditures for medical 
care, special education, and involvement 
with the judicial system. 

(8) Primary prevention can be effective. 
When preschool teachers teach young chil-
dren interpersonal problem-solving skills 
and other forms of conflict resolution, chil-
dren are less likely to demonstrate problem 
behaviors. 

(9) There is evidence that family support 
programs in families with children from 
birth through 5 years of age are effective in 
preventing delinquency. 
SEC. ll04. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) AT-RISK CHILD.—The term ‘‘at-risk 

child’’ means a child who has been affected 
by violence through direct exposure to child 
abuse, other domestic violence, or violence 
in the community. 

(2) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION TRAINING 
PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘early childhood edu-
cation training program’’ means a program 
that— 

(A)(i) trains individuals to work with 
young children in early child development 
programs or elementary schools; or 

(ii) provides professional development to 
individuals working in early child develop-
ment programs or elementary schools; 

(B) provides training to become an early 
childhood education teacher, an elementary 
school teacher, a school counselor, or a child 
care provider; and 

(C) leads to a bachelor’s degree or an asso-
ciate’s degree, a certificate for working with 
young children (such as a Child Development 
Associate’s degree or an equivalent creden-

tial), or, in the case of an individual with 
such a degree, certificate, or credential, pro-
vides professional development. 

(3) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘ele-
mentary school’’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 14101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8801). 

(4) VIOLENCE PREVENTION.—The term ‘‘vio-
lence prevention’’ means— 

(A) preventing violent behavior in chil-
dren; 

(B) identifying and preventing violent be-
havior in at-risk children; or 

(C) identifying and ameliorating violent 
behavior in children who act out violently. 
SEC. ll05. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Education, is authorized to award grants to 
institutions that carry out early childhood 
education training programs and have appli-
cations approved under section ll06 to en-
able the institutions to provide violence pre-
vention training as part of the early child-
hood education training program. 

(b) AMOUNT.—The Secretary of Education 
shall award a grant under this title in an 
amount that is not less than $500,000 and not 
more than $1,000,000. 

(c) DURATION.—The Attorney General shall 
award a grant under this title for a period of 
not less than 3 years and not more than 5 
years. 
SEC. ll06. APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.—Each institu-
tion desiring a grant under this title shall 
submit to the Secretary of Education an ap-
plication at such time, in such manner, and 
accompanied by such information as the Sec-
retary of Education may require. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each application shall— 
(1) describe the violence prevention train-

ing activities and services for which assist-
ance is sought; 

(2) contain a comprehensive plan for the 
activities and services, including a descrip-
tion of— 

(A) the goals of the violence prevention 
training program; 

(B) the curriculum and training that will 
prepare students for careers which are de-
scribed in the plan; 

(C) the recruitment, retention, and train-
ing of students; 

(D) the methods used to help students find 
employment in their fields; 

(E) the methods for assessing the success 
of the violence prevention training program; 
and 

(F) the sources of financial aid for quali-
fied students; 

(3) contain an assurance that the institu-
tion has the capacity to implement the plan; 
and 

(4) contain an assurance that the plan was 
developed in consultation with agencies and 
organizations that will assist the institution 
in carrying out the plan. 
SEC. ll07. SELECTION PRIORITIES. 

The Secretary of Education shall give pri-
ority to awarding grants to institutions car-
rying out violence prevention programs that 
include 1 or more of the following compo-
nents: 

(1) Preparation to engage in family support 
(such as parent education, service referral, 
and literacy training). 

(2) Preparation to engage in community 
outreach or collaboration with other services 
in the community. 

(3) Preparation to use conflict resolution 
training with children. 

(4) Preparation to work in economically 
disadvantaged communities. 

(5) Recruitment of economically disadvan-
taged students. 

(6) Carrying out programs of demonstrated 
effectiveness in the type of training for 
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which assistance is sought, including pro-
grams funded under section 596 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (as such section was in 
effect prior to October 7, 1998). 
SEC. ll08. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this title $15,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 2000 through 2004. 

On page 227, line 11, strike ‘‘and’’ and all 
that follows through the period on line 19 
and insert the following: 

‘‘(11) partnerships between State edu-
cational agencies and local educational 
agencies for the design and implementation 
of character education and training pro-
grams that incorporate the following ele-
ments of character: caring, citizenship, fair-
ness, respect responsibility and trust-
worthiness; and 

(12) for programs to seek to target, curb 
and punish adults who knowingly and inten-
tionally use a juvenile during the commis-
sion or attempted commission of a crime, in-
cluding programs that specifically provide 
for additional punishments or sentence en-
hancements for adults who knowingly and 
intentionally use a juvenile during the com-
mission or attempted commission of a 
crime.’’ 

On page 93, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’ and all 
that follows through line 21 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(16) partnerships between State edu-
cational agencies and local educational 
agencies for the design and implementation 
of character education and training pro-
grams that incorporate the following ele-
ments of character: caring, citizenship, fair-
ness, respect responsibility and trust-
worthiness; and 

(17) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency.’’ 

At the end, add the following: 
TITLEll—PREVENTING JUVENILE DE-

LINQUENCY THROUGH CHARACTER 
EDUCATION 

SEC. ll01. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is to support the 

work of community-based organizations, 
local educational agencies, and schools in 
providing children and youth with alter-
natives to delinquency through strong 
school-based and after school programs 
that— 

(1) are organized around character edu-
cation; 

(2) reduce delinquency, school discipline 
problems, and truancy; and 

(3) improve student achievement, overall 
school performance, and youths’ positive in-
volvement in their community. 
SEC. ll02. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated— 
(1) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, and such 

sums as may be necessary for each of the 4 
succeeding fiscal years, to carry out school- 
based programs under section ll03; and 

(2) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the 4 
succeeding fiscal years, to carry out the 
after school programs under section ll04. 

(b) SOURCE OF FUNDING.—Amounts author-
ized to be appropriated pursuant to this sec-
tion may be derived from the Violent Crime 
Reduction Trust Fund. 
SEC. ll03. SCHOOL-BASED PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General, is au-
thorized to award grants to schools, or local 
educational agencies that enter into a part-
nership with a school, to support the devel-
opment of character education programs in 
the schools in order to— 

(1) reduce delinquency, school discipline 
problems, and truancy; and 

(2) improve student achievement, overall 
school performance, and youths’ positive in-
volvement in their community. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.—Each school or local 
educational agency desiring a grant under 
this section shall submit an application to 
the Secretary at such time and in such man-
ner as the Secretary may require. 

(1) CONTENTS.—Each application shall in-
clude— 

(A) a description of the community to be 
served and the needs that will be met with 
the program in that community; 

(B) a description of how the program will 
reach youth at-risk of delinquency; 

(C) a description of the activities to be as-
sisted, including— 

(i) how parents, teachers, students, and 
other members of the community will be in-
volved in the design and implementation of 
the program; 

(ii) the character education program to be 
implemented, including methods of teacher 
training and parent education that will be 
used or developed; and 

(iii) how the program will coordinate ac-
tivities assisted under this section with 
other youth serving activities in the larger 
community; 

(D) a description of the goals of the pro-
gram; 

(E) a description of how progress toward 
the goals, and toward meeting the purposes 
of this title, will be measured; and 

(F) an assurance that the school or local 
educational agency will provide the Sec-
retary with information regarding the pro-
gram and the effectiveness of the program. 
SEC. ll04. AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General, is au-
thorized to award grants to community- 
based organizations to enable the organiza-
tions to provide youth with alternative ac-
tivities, in the after school or out of school 
hours, that include a strong character edu-
cation component. 

(b) ELIGIBLE COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—The Secretary only shall award a 
grant under this section to a community- 
based organization that has a demonstrated 
capacity to provide after school or out of 
school programs to youth, including youth 
serving organizations, businesses, and other 
community groups. 

(c) APPLICATIONS.—Each community-based 
organization desiring a grant under this sec-
tion shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time and in such manner as 
the Secretary may require. Each application 
shall include— 

(1) a description of the community to be 
served and the needs that will be met with 
the program in that community; 

(2) a description of how the program will 
identify and recruit at-risk youth for partici-
pation in the program, and will provide con-
tinuing support for their participation; 

(3) a description of the activities to be as-
sisted, including— 

(A) how parents, students, and other mem-
bers of the community will be involved in 
the design and implementation of the pro-
gram; 

(B) how character education will be incor-
porated into the program; and 

(C) how the program will coordinate activi-
ties assisted under this section with activi-
ties of schools and other community-based 
organizations; 

(4) a description of the goals of the pro-
gram; 

(5) a description of how progress toward 
the goals, and toward meeting the purposes 
of this title, will be measured; and 

(6) an assurance that the community-based 
organization will provide the Secretary with 

information regarding the program and the 
effectiveness of the program. 
SEC. ll05. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) DURATION.—Each grant under this title 
shall be awarded for a period of not to exceed 
5 years. 

(b) PLANNING.—A school, local educational 
agency or community-based organization 
may use grant funds provided under this 
title for not more than 1 year for the plan-
ning and design of the program to be as-
sisted. 

(c) SELECTION OF GRANTEES.— 
(1) CRITERIA.—The Secretary, in consulta-

tion with the Attorney General, shall select, 
through a peer review process, community- 
based organizations, schools, and local edu-
cational agencies to receive grants under 
this title on the basis of the quality of the 
applications submitted and taking into con-
sideration such factors as— 

(A) the quality of the activities to be as-
sisted; 

(B) the extent to which the program fos-
ters in youth the elements of character and 
reaches youth at-risk of delinquency; 

(C) the quality of the plan for measuring 
and assessing the success of the program; 

(D) the likelihood the goals of the program 
will be realistically achieved; 

(E) the experience of the applicant in pro-
viding similar services; and 

(F) the coordination of the program with 
larger community efforts in character edu-
cation. 

(2) DIVERSITY OF PROJECTS.—The Secretary 
shall approve applications under this title in 
a manner that ensures, to the extent prac-
ticable, that programs assisted under this 
title serve different areas of the United 
States, including urban, suburban and rural 
areas, and serve at-risk populations. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds under this 
title shall be used to support the work of 
community-based organizations, schools, or 
local educational agencies in providing chil-
dren and youth with alternatives to delin-
quency through strong school-based, after 
school, or out of school programs that— 

(1) are organized around character edu-
cation; 

(2) reduce delinquency, school discipline 
problems, and truancy; and 

(3) improve student achievement, overall 
school performance, and youths’ positive in-
volvement in their community. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms used in this 

Act have the meanings given the terms in 
section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(2) CHARACTER EDUCATION.—The term 
‘‘character education’’ means an organized 
educational program that works to reinforce 
core elements of character, including caring, 
civic virtue and citizenship, justice and fair-
ness, respect, responsibility, and trust-
worthiness. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SPECIAL FORFEITURE OF COLLATERAL 

PROFITS OF CRIME. 
Section 3681 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by striking subsection (a) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) FORFEITURE OF PROCEEDS.—Upon the 

motion of the United States attorney made 
at any time after conviction of a defendant 
for an offense described in paragraph (2), and 
after notice to any interested party, the 
court shall order the defendant to forfeit all 
or any part of proceeds received or to be re-
ceived by the defendant, or a transferee of 
the defendant, from a contract relating to 
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the transfer of a right or interest of the de-
fendant in any property described in para-
graph (3), if the court determines that— 

‘‘(A) the interests of justice or an order of 
restitution under this title so require; 

‘‘(B) the proceeds (or part thereof) to be 
forfeited reflect the enhanced value of the 
property attributable to the offense; and 

‘‘(C) with respect to a defendant convicted 
of an offense against a State— 

‘‘(i) the property at issue, or the proceeds 
to be forfeited, have travelled in interstate 
or foreign commerce or were derived through 
the use of an instrumentality of interstate 
or foreign commerce; and 

‘‘(ii) the attorney general of the State has 
declined to initiate a forfeiture action with 
respect to the proceeds to be forfeited. 

‘‘(2) OFFENSES DESCRIBED.—An offense is 
described in this paragraph if it is— 

‘‘(A) an offense under section 794 of this 
title; 

‘‘(B) a felony offense against the United 
States or any State; or 

‘‘(C) a misdemeanor offense against the 
United States or any State resulting in phys-
ical harm to any individual. 

‘‘(3) PROPERTY DESCRIBED.—Property is de-
scribed in this paragraph if it is any prop-
erty, tangible or intangible, including any— 

‘‘(A) evidence of the offense; 
‘‘(B) instrument of the offense, including 

any vehicle used in the commission of the of-
fense; 

‘‘(C) real estate where the offense was com-
mitted; 

‘‘(D) document relating to the offense; 
‘‘(E) photograph or audio or video record-

ing relating to the offense; 
‘‘(F) clothing, jewelry, furniture, or other 

personal property relating to the offense; 
‘‘(G) movie, book, newspaper, magazine, 

radio or television production, or live enter-
tainment of any kind depicting the offense 
or otherwise relating to the offense; 

‘‘(H) expression of the thoughts, opinions, 
or emotions of the defendant regarding the 
offense; or 

‘‘(I) other property relating to the of-
fense.’’. 

On page 265, after line 20, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 402. CALLER IDENTIFICATION SERVICES TO 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
SCHOOLS AS PART OF UNIVERSAL 
SERVICE OBLIGATION. 

(a) CLARIFICATION.—Section 254(h)(1)(B) of 
the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 
254(h)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting after 
‘‘under subsection (c)(3),’’ the following: ‘‘in-
cluding caller identification services with re-
spect to elementary and secondary schools,’’. 

(b) OUTREACH.—The Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall take appropriate ac-
tions to notify elementary and secondary 
schools throughout the United States of— 

(1) the availability of caller identification 
services as part of the services that are with-
in the definition of universal service under 
section 254(h)(1)(B) of the Communications 
Act of 1934; and 

(2) the procedures to be used by such 
schools in applying for such services under 
that section. 

On page 44, strike lines 13 through 18, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITED ACT.—It shall be unlawful 
for any person, to use any facility in, or 
travel in, interstate or foreign commerce, or 
cause another to do so, to recruit, solicit, in-
duce, command, or cause another person to 
be or remain as a member of a criminal 
street gang, or conspire to do so, with the in-
tent that the person being recruited, solic-
ited, induced, commanded or caused to be or 
remain a member of such gang participant in 
an offense described in section 521(c) of this 
title.’’ 

On page 265, after line 20, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PARENT LEADERSHIP MODEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Office of Juvenile Crime Control and Preven-
tion is authorized to make a grant to a na-
tional organization to provide training, tech-
nical assistance, best practice strategies, 
program materials and other necessary sup-
port for a mutual support, parental leader-
ship model proven to prevent child abuse and 
juvenile delinquency. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated out of the Violent Crime 
Trust Fund, $3,000,000. 

On page 167, line 23, strike ‘‘The’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(a) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL GRANTS.— 
The’’. 

On page 169, after line 3 insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) FAMILY-TO-FAMILY MENTORING 
GRANTS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) FAMILY-TO-FAMILY MENTORING PRO-

GRAM.—The term ‘family-to-family men-
toring program’ means a mentoring program 
that— 

‘‘(i) utilizes a 2-tier mentoring approach 
that matches volunteer families with at-risk 
families allowing parents to directly work 
with parents and children to work directly 
with children; and 

‘‘(ii) has an afterschool program for volun-
teer and at-risk families. 

‘‘(B) POSITIVE ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘positive alternatives program’ 
means a positive youth development and 
family-to-family mentoring program that 
emphasizes drug and gang prevention compo-
nents. 

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED POSITIVE ALTERNATIVES 
PROGRAM.—The term ‘qualified positive al-
ternatives program’ means a positive alter-
natives program that has established a fam-
ily-to-family mentoring program, as of the 
date of enactment of the Violent and Repeat 
Juvenile Offender Accountability and Reha-
bilitation Act of 1999. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY.—The Administrator shall 
make and enter into contracts with a quali-
fied positive alternatives program. 

On page 171, strike lines 20 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(3) An assurance that no mentor or men-
toring family will be assigned a number of 
youths that would undermine their ability to 
be an effective mentor and ensure a one-to- 
one relationship with mentored youths.’’ 

On page 170, line 19, strike ‘‘youth’’ and in-
sert ‘‘youths.’’ 

At the end of title IV, add the following:
Subtitle ll—Partnerships for High-Risk 

Youth 
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Partner-
ships for High-Risk Youth Act’’. 
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) violent juvenile crime rates have been 

increasing in United States schools, causing 
many high-profile deaths of young, innocent 
school children; 

(2) in 1994, there were 2,700,000 arrests of 
persons under age 18 (a third of whom were 
under age 15), up from 1,700,000 in 1991; 

(3) while crime is generally down in many 
urban and suburban areas, crime committed 
by teenagers has spiked sharply over the 
past few years; 

(4) there is no single solution, or panacea, 
to the problem of rising juvenile crime; 

(5) there will soon be over 34,000,000 teen-
agers in the United States, which is 26 per-
cent higher than the number of such teen-
agers in 1990 and the largest number of teen-
agers in the United States to date; 

(6) in order to ensure the safety of youth in 
the United States, the Nation should begin 

to explore innovative methods of curbing the 
rise in violent crime in United States 
schools, such as use of faith-based and grass-
roots initiatives; and 

(7)(A) a strong partnership among law en-
forcement, local government, juvenile and 
family courts, schools, businesses, charitable 
organizations, families, and the religious 
community can create a community envi-
ronment that supports the youth of the Na-
tion and reduces the occurrence of juvenile 
crime; and 

(B) the development of character and 
strong moral values will— 

(i) greatly decrease the likelihood that 
youth will fall victim to the temptations of 
crime; and 

(ii) improve the lives and future prospects 
of high-risk youth and their communities. 
SEC. ll3. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this subtitle are as follows: 
(1) To establish a national demonstration 

project to promote learning about successful 
youth interventions, with programs carried 
out by institutions that can identify and em-
ploy effective approaches for improving the 
lives and future prospects of high-risk youth 
and their communities. 

(2) To document best practices for con-
ducting successful interventions for high- 
risk youth, based on the results of local ini-
tiatives. 

(3) To produce lessons and data from the 
operating experience from those local initia-
tives that will— 

(A) provide information to improve policy 
in the public and private sectors; and 

(B) promote the operational effectiveness 
of other local initiatives throughout the 
United States. 
SEC. ll4. ESTABLISHMENT OF DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

shall establish and carry out a demonstra-
tion project. In carrying out the demonstra-
tion project, the Attorney General shall, 
subject to the availability of appropriations, 
award a grant to Public-Private Ventures, 
Inc. to enable Public-Private Ventures, Inc. 
to award grants to eligible partnerships to 
pay for the Federal share of the cost of car-
rying out collaborative intervention pro-
grams for high-risk youth, described in sec-
tion ll6, in the following 12 cities: 

(1) Boston, Massachusetts. 
(2) New York, New York. 
(3) Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
(4) Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 
(5) Detroit, Michigan. 
(6) Denver, Colorado. 
(7) Seattle, Washington. 
(8) Cleveland, Ohio. 
(9) San Francisco, California. 
(10) Austin, Texas. 
(11) Memphis, Tennessee. 
(12) Indianapolis, Indiana. 
(b) FEDERAL SHARE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the 

cost described in subsection (a) shall be 70 
percent. 

(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the cost may be provided in cash. 
SEC. ll5. ELIGIBILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a 
grant under section ll4, a partnership— 

(1) shall submit an application to Public- 
Private Ventures Inc. at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
Public-Private Ventures, Inc. may require; 

(2) shall enter into a memorandum of un-
derstanding with Public-Private Ventures, 
Inc.; and 

(3)(A) shall be a collaborative entity that 
includes representatives of local govern-
ment, juvenile detention service providers, 
local law enforcement, probation officers, 
youth street workers, and local educational 
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agencies, and religious institutions that 
have resident-to-membership percentages of 
at least 40 percent; and; 

(B) shall serve a city referred to in section 
ll4(a). 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In making grants 
under section ll4, Public-Private Ventures, 
Inc. shall consider— 

(1) the ability of a partnership to design 
and implement a local intervention program 
for high-risk youth; 

(2) the past experience of the partnership, 
and key participating individuals, in inter-
vention programs for youth and similar com-
munity activities; and 

(3) the experience of the partnership in 
working with other community-based orga-
nizations. 

SEC. ll6. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) PROGRAMS.— 
(1) CORE FEATURES.—An eligible partner-

ship that receives a grant under section ll4 
shall use the funds made available through 
the grant to carry out an intervention pro-
gram with the following core features: 

(A) TARGET GROUP.—The program will tar-
get a group of youth (including young 
adults) who— 

(i) are at high risk of— 
(I) leading lives that are unproductive and 

negative; 
(II) not being self-sufficient; and 
(III) becoming incarcerated; and 
(ii) are likely to cause pain and loss to 

other individuals and their communities. 
(B) VOLUNTEERS AND MENTORS.—The pro-

gram will make significant use of volunteers 
and mentors. 

(C) LONG-TERM INVOLVEMENT.—The pro-
gram will feature activities that promote 
long-term involvement in the lives of the 
youth (including young adults). 

(2) PERMISSIBLE SERVICES.—The partner-
ship, in carrying out the program, may use 
funds made available through the grant to 
provide, directly or through referrals, com-
prehensive support services to the youth (in-
cluding young adults). 

(b) EVALUATION AND RELATED ACTIVITIES.— 
Using funds made available through its grant 
under section ll4, Public-Private Ventures, 
Inc. shall— 

(1) prepare and implement an evaluation 
design for evaluating the programs that re-
ceive grants under section ll4; 

(2) conduct a quarterly evaluation of the 
performance and progress of the programs; 

(3) organize and conduct national and re-
gional conferences to promote peer learning 
about the operational experiences from the 
programs; 

(4) provide technical assistance to the part-
nerships carrying out the programs, based on 
the quarterly evaluations; and 

(5) prepare and submit to the Attorney 
General a report that describes the activities 
of the partnerships and the results of the 
evaluations. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Not more than 20 percent 
of the funds appropriated under section ll7 
for a fiscal year may be used— 

(1) to provide comprehensive support serv-
ices under subsection (a)(2); 

(2) to carry out activities under subsection 
(b); and 

(3) to pay for the administrative costs of 
Public-Private Ventures, Inc., related to car-
rying out this subtitle. 

SEC. ll7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subtitle $4,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 2000 through 2004. 

Subtitle ll—National Youth Crime 
Prevention 

SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Na-

tional Youth Crime Prevention Demonstra-
tion Act’’. 
SEC. ll2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this subtitle are as follows: 
(1) To establish a demonstration project 

that establishes violence-free zones that 
would involve successful youth intervention 
models in partnership with law enforcement, 
local housing authorities, private founda-
tions, and other public and private partners. 

(2) To document best practices based on 
successful grassroots interventions in cities, 
including Washington, District of Columbia; 
Boston, Massachusetts; Hartford, Con-
necticut; and other cities to develop meth-
odologies for widespread replication. 

(3) To increase the efforts of the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, and other agencies 
in supporting effective neighborhood medi-
ating approaches. 
SEC. ll3. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL 

YOUTH CRIME PREVENTION DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECT. 

The Attorney General shall establish and 
carry out a demonstration project. In car-
rying out the demonstration project, the At-
torney General shall, subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, award a grant to 
the National Center for Neighborhood Enter-
prise (referred to in this subtitle as the ‘‘Na-
tional Center’’) to enable the National Cen-
ter to award grants to grassroots entities in 
the following 8 cities: 

(1) Washington, District of Columbia. 
(2) Detroit, Michigan. 
(3) Hartford, Connecticut. 
(4) Indianapolis, Indiana. 
(5) Chicago (and surrounding metropolitan 

area), Illinois. 
(6) San Antonio, Texas. 
(7) Dallas, Texas. 
(8) Los Angeles, California. 

SEC. ll4. ELIGIBILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a 

grant under this subtitle, a grassroots entity 
referred to in section ll3 shall submit an 
application to the National Center to fund 
intervention models that establish violence- 
free zones. 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In awarding 
grants under this subtitle, the National Cen-
ter shall consider— 

(1) the track record of a grassroots entity 
and key participating individuals in youth 
group mediation and crime prevention; 

(2) the engagement and participation of a 
grassroots entity with other local organiza-
tions; and 

(3) the ability of a grassroots entity to 
enter into partnerships with local housing 
authorities, law enforcement agencies, and 
other public entities. 
SEC. ll5. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds received under this 
subtitle may be used for youth mediation, 
youth mentoring, life skills training, job cre-
ation and entrepreneurship, organizational 
development and training, development of 
long-term intervention plans, collaboration 
with law enforcement, comprehensive sup-
port services and local agency partnerships, 
and activities to further community objec-
tives in reducing youth crime and violence. 

(b) GUIDELINES.—The National Center will 
identify local lead grassroots entities in each 
designated city. 

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The National 
Center, in cooperation with the Attorney 
General, shall also provide technical assist-
ance for startup projects in other cities. 
SEC. ll6. REPORTS. 

The National Center shall submit a report 
to the Attorney General evaluating the ef-

fectiveness of grassroots agencies and other 
public entities involved in the demonstra-
tion project. 
SEC. ll7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) GRASSROOTS ENTITY.—The term ‘‘grass-

roots entity’’ means a not-for-profit commu-
nity organization with demonstrated effec-
tiveness in mediating and addressing youth 
violence by empowering at-risk youth to be-
come agents of peace and community res-
toration. 

(2) NATIONAL CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD EN-
TERPRISE.—The term ‘‘National Center for 
Neighborhood Enterprise’’ means a not-for- 
profit organization incorporated in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 
SEC. ll8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out this subtitle— 
(1) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; 
(3) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
(4) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(5) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(b) RESERVATION.—The National Center for 

Neighborhood Enterprise may use not more 
than 20 percent of the amounts appropriated 
pursuant to subsection (a) in any fiscal year 
for administrative costs, technical assist-
ance and training, comprehensive support 
services, and evaluation of participating 
grassroots organizations. 

On page 119, line 16, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 119, line 18, insert ‘‘and’’ at the 

end. 
On page 119, between lines 18 and 19, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(R) court supervised initiatives that ad-

dress the illegal possession of firearms by ju-
veniles;’’. 

On page 129, line 5, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 129, line 14, strike ‘‘individual.’’ 

and insert ‘‘individual; and’’. 
On page 129, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(25) demonstrate that the State has in ef-

fect a policy or practice that requires State 
or local law enforcement agencies to— 

‘‘(A) present before a judicial officer any 
juvenile who unlawfully possesses a firearm 
in a school; and 

‘‘(B) detain such juvenile in an appropriate 
juvenile facility or secure community-based 
placement for not less than 24 hours for ap-
propriate evaluation, upon a finding by the 
judicial officer that the juvenile may be a 
danger to himself or herself, to other individ-
uals, or to the community in which that ju-
venile resides.’’. 

On page 131, line 11, strike ‘‘or (24)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(24), or (25)’’. 

On page 131, line 12, strike ‘‘1999’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2000’’. 

On page 131, line 15, strike ‘‘12.5’’ and in-
sert ‘‘10’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . NATIONAL MEDIA CAMPAIGN AGAINST 

VIOLENCE. 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 

the National Crime Prevention Council not 
to exceed $25,000,000, to be expended without 
fiscal-year limitation, for a 2-year national 
media campaign, to be conducted in con-
sultation with national, statewide or com-
munity based youth organization, Boys and 
Girls Clubs of America, and to be targeted to 
parents (and other caregivers) and to youth, 
to reduce and prevent violent criminal be-
havior by young Americans: Provided, That 
none of such funds may be used—(1) to pro-
pose, influence, favor, or oppose any change 
in any statute, rule, regulation, treaty, or 
other provision of law; (2) for any partisan 
political purpose; (3) to feature any elected 
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officials, persons seeking elected office, cabi-
net-level officials, or Federal officials em-
ployed pursuant to Schedule C of title 5, 
Code of Federal Regulations, section 213, or 
(4) in any way that otherwise would violate 
section 1913 of title 18 of the United States 
Code: Provided further, That, for purposes 
hereof, ‘‘violent criminal behavior by young 
Americans’’ means behavior, by minors re-
siding in the United States (or in any juris-
diction under the sovereign jurisdiction 
thereof), that both is illegal under federal, 
state, or local law, and involves acts or 
threats of physical violence, physical injury, 
or physical harm Code: Provided further, That 
not to exceed 10% of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to this authorization shall be used 
to commission an objective accounting, from 
a licensed and certified public accountant, 
using generally-accepted accounting prin-
ciples, of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
this authorization and of any other funds or 
in-kind donations spent or used in the cam-
paign, and an objective evaluation both of 
the impact and cost-effectiveness of the cam-
paign and of the campaign-related activities 
of the Council and the Clubs, which account-
ing and evaluation shall be submitted by the 
Council to the Committees on Appropria-
tions and the Judiciary of each House of 
Congress by not later than 9 months after 
the conclusion of the campaign. 

Strike sections 303 and 304 and insert the 
following: 
SEC. 303. RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 302 of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘accurate 
reporting of the problem nationally and to 
develop’’ and inserting ‘‘an accurate national 
reporting system to report the problem, and 
to assist in the development of’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless 
youth are needed in urban, suburban, and 
rural areas;’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR CEN-
TERS AND SERVICES.—Section 311 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5711) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR CENTERS AND SERVICES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities (and combinations of such entities) 
to establish and operate (including renova-
tion) local centers to provide services for 
runaway and homeless youth and for the 
families of such youth. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services provided 
under paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to 
involving runaway and homeless youth in 
the law enforcement, child welfare, mental 
health, and juvenile justice systems; 

‘‘(B) shall include— 
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and 
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group coun-

seling, as appropriate; and 
‘‘(C) may include— 
‘‘(i) street-based services; 
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with 

youth at risk of separation from the family; 
and 

‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention 
services.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d). 
(c) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 312 of the Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5712) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘para-

graph (6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(C) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an an-

nual report that includes, with respect to the 
year for which the report is submitted— 

‘‘(A) information regarding the activities 
carried out under this part; 

‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under 
this part carried out by the applicant; and 

‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing— 
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of 

the runaway and homeless youth, and youth 
at risk of family separation, who participate 
in the project; and 

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by 
the project.’’; and 

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(c) APPLICANTS PROVIDING STREET-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street- 
based services, the applicant shall include in 
the plan required by subsection (b) assur-
ances that in providing such services the ap-
plicant will— 

‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff, 
including on-street supervision by appro-
priately trained staff; 

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street 
staff; 

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide such services; and 

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for run-
away and homeless youth, and street youth. 

‘‘(d) APPLICANTS PROVIDING HOME-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a) to provide home-based 
services described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), 
an applicant shall include in the plan re-
quired by subsection (b) assurances that in 
providing such services the applicant will— 

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to 
youth and the families (including unrelated 
individuals in the family households) of such 
youth, including services relating to basic 
life skills, interpersonal skill building, edu-
cational advancement, job attainment skills, 
mental and physical health care, parenting 
skills, financial planning, and referral to 
sources of other needed services; 

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an ar-
rangement made by the applicant, 24-hour 
service to respond to family crises (including 
immediate access to temporary shelter for 
runaway and homeless youth, and youth at 
risk of separation from the family); 

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the fam-
ilies of runaway and homeless youth, and 
youth at risk of separation from the family, 
objectives and measures of success to be 
achieved as a result of receiving home-based 
services; 

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide home-based services; and 

‘‘(5) ensure that— 
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low 

to allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per 
week) involvement with each family receiv-
ing such services; and 

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will re-
ceive qualified supervision. 

‘‘(e) APPLICANTS PROVIDING DRUG ABUSE 
EDUCATION AND PREVENTION SERVICES.—To be 
eligible to use assistance under section 
311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services, an applicant 
shall include in the plan required by sub-
section (b)— 

‘‘(1) a description of— 
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the ap-

plicant proposes to provide; 
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and 
‘‘(C) the types of information and training 

to be provided to individuals providing such 
services to runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such 
services the applicant shall conduct outreach 
activities for runaway and homeless youth.’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—Section 
313 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 313. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An application by a pub-
lic or private entity for a grant under sec-
tion 311(a) may be approved by the Secretary 
after taking into consideration, with respect 
to the State in which such entity proposes to 
provide services under this part— 

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such 
State of the proposed services under this 
part for which all grant applicants request 
approval; and 

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the 
greatest need for such services. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applications 
for grants under section 311(a), the Secretary 
shall give priority to— 

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to 
runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants 
of less than $200,000.’’. 

(e) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING 
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 321 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–1) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘PURPOSE AND’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a)’’; and 
(3) by striking subsection (b). 
(f) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 322(a)(9) of the 

Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–2(a)(9)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and 
the services provided to such youth by such 
project,’’ after ‘‘such project’’. 

(g) COORDINATION.—Section 341 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–21) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 341. COORDINATION. 

‘‘With respect to matters relating to the 
health, education, employment, and housing 
of runaway and homeless youth, the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) in conjunction with the Attorney Gen-
eral, shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with activities under any other Fed-
eral juvenile crime control, prevention, and 
juvenile offender accountability program 
and with the activities of other Federal enti-
ties; and 

‘‘(2) shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with the activities of other Federal 
entities and with the activities of entities 
that are eligible to receive grants under this 
title.’’. 

(h) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-
SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRATION, AND 
SERVICE PROJECTS.—Section 343 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–23) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
‘‘EVALUATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘evalua-
tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively. 

(i) ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.— 
Section 371 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by 
striking the last sentence. 

(j) REPORTS.—Section 381 of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 381. REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1, 
2000, and biennially thereafter, the Secretary 
shall submit, to the Committee on Education 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:04 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00107 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S19MY9.REC S19MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5614 May 19, 1999 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the Senate, a report on the status, 
activities, and accomplishments of entities 
that receive grants under parts A, B, C, D, 
and E, with particular attention to— 

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under 
part A, the ability or effectiveness of such 
centers in— 

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway 
and homeless youth; 

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting 
such youth with their families and encour-
aging the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and other services; 

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships 
and encouraging stable living conditions for 
such youth; and 

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a 
future course of action; and 

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under 
part B— 

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of 
homeless youth served by such projects; 

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by 
such projects; 

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in 
alleviating the problems of homeless youth; 

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in 
preparing homeless youth for self-suffi-
ciency; 

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in 
assisting homeless youth to decide upon fu-
ture education, employment, and inde-
pendent living; 

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encour-
age the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and development of self- 
sufficient living skills; and 

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by 
such projects for the following fiscal year. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The Secretary 
shall include in each report submitted under 
subsection (a), summaries of— 

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and 

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of, 
and training provided to, individuals in-
volved in carrying out such evaluations.’’. 

(k) EVALUATION.—Section 384 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5732) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 386. EVALUATION AND INFORMATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a grantee receives 
grants for 3 consecutive fiscal years under 
part A, B, C, D, or E (in the alternative), 
then the Secretary shall evaluate such 
grantee on-site, not less frequently than 
once in the period of such 3 consecutive fis-
cal years, for purposes of— 

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are 
being used for the purposes for which such 
grants are made by the Secretary; 

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for 
the report required by section 383; and 

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such 
grantee to improve the operation of the cen-
ters, projects, and activities for which such 
grants are made. 

‘‘(b) COOPERATION.—Recipients of grants 
under this title shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary’s efforts to carry out evaluations, and 
to collect information, under this title.’’. 

(l) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 388. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out this title 
(other than part E) such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 
and 2004. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(A) PARTS A AND B.—From the amount ap-

propriated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 

year, the Secretary shall reserve not less 
than 90 percent to carry out parts A and B. 

‘‘(B) PART B.—Of the amount reserved 
under subparagraph (A), not less than 20 per-
cent, and not more than 30 percent, shall be 
reserved to carry out part B. 

‘‘(3) PARTS C AND D.—In each fiscal year, 
after reserving the amounts required by 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall use the re-
maining amount (if any) to carry out parts C 
and D. 

‘‘(b) SEPARATE IDENTIFICATION REQUIRED.— 
No funds appropriated to carry out this title 
may be combined with funds appropriated 
under any other Act if the purpose of com-
bining such funds is to make a single discre-
tionary grant, or a single discretionary pay-
ment, unless such funds are separately iden-
tified in all grants and contracts and are 
used for the purposes specified in this title.’’. 

(m) SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.— 
(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(A) by striking the heading for part F; 
(B) by redesignating part E as part F; and 
(C) by inserting after part D the following: 
‘‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION 

PROGRAM 
‘‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to nonprofit private agencies 
for the purpose of providing street-based 
services to runaway and homeless, and street 
youth, who have been subjected to, or are at 
risk of being subjected to, sexual abuse, pros-
titution, or sexual exploitation. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applicants to 
receive grants under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall give priority to nonprofit pri-
vate agencies that have experience in pro-
viding services to runaway and homeless, 
and street youth.’’. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 388(a) of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by 
subsection (l) of this section, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) PART E.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, 2003, and 2004.’’. 

(n) DEFINITIONS.—The Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 386, as 
amended by subsection (k) of this section, 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 387. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION AND PREVEN-

TION SERVICES.—The term ‘drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services’— 

‘‘(A) means services to runaway and home-
less youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use 
of drugs by such youth; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer 

counseling; 
‘‘(ii) drop-in services; 
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless 

youth in rural areas (including the develop-
ment of community support groups); 

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to 
the illicit use of drugs by runaway and 
homeless youth, to individuals involved in 
providing services to such youth; and 

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability 
of local drug abuse prevention services to 
runaway and homeless youth. 

‘‘(2) HOME-BASED SERVICES.—The term 
‘home-based services’— 

‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and 
their families for the purpose of— 

‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running 
away, or otherwise becoming separated, from 
their families; and 

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to 
their families; and 

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in 
the residences of families (to the extent 
practicable), including— 

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and 

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and par-
enting. 

‘‘(3) HOMELESS YOUTH.—The term ‘homeless 
youth’ means an individual— 

‘‘(A) who is— 
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and 
‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less 

than 16 years of age; 
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in 

a safe environment with a relative; and 
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative liv-

ing arrangement. 
‘‘(4) STREET-BASED SERVICES.—The term 

‘street-based services’— 
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway 

and homeless youth, and street youth, in 
areas where they congregate, designed to as-
sist such youth in making healthy personal 
choices regarding where they live and how 
they behave; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth; 
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling; 
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing; 
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transi-

tional living and health care services; 
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention 

services related to— 
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse; 
‘‘(II) sexual exploitation; 
‘‘(III) sexually transmitted diseases, in-

cluding human immunodeficiency virus 
(HIV); and 

‘‘(IV) physical and sexual assault. 
‘‘(5) STREET YOUTH.—The term ‘street 

youth’ means an individual who— 
‘‘(A) is— 
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or 
‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a home-

less youth; and 
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time 

on the street or in other areas that increase 
the risk to such youth for sexual abuse, sex-
ual exploitation, prostitution, or drug abuse. 

‘‘(6) TRANSITIONAL LIVING YOUTH PROJECT.— 
The term ‘transitional living youth project’ 
means a project that provides shelter and 
services designed to promote a transition to 
self-sufficient living and to prevent long- 
term dependency on social services. 

‘‘(7) YOUTH AT RISK OF SEPARATION FROM 
THE FAMILY.—The term ‘youth at risk of sep-
aration from the family’ means an indi-
vidual— 

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and 
‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away 

from the family of such individual; 
‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian 

is not willing to provide for the basic needs 
of such individual; or 

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child 
welfare system or juvenile justice system as 
a result of the lack of services available to 
the family to meet such needs.’’. 

(o) REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.—Sections 
371, 372, 381, 382, and 383 of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et 
seq.), as amended by this title, are redesig-
nated as sections 381, 382, 383, 384, and 385, re-
spectively. 

(p) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 331, in the first sentence, by 
striking ‘‘With’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘the Secretary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Sec-
retary’’; and 

(2) in section 344(a)(1), by striking ‘‘With’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec-
retary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’. 
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SEC. 304. NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND 

EXPLOITED CHILDREN. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Section 402 of the Missing 

Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5771) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) for 14 years, the National Center for 

Missing and Exploited Children has— 
‘‘(A) served as the national resource center 

and clearinghouse congressionally mandated 
under the provisions of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act of 1984; and 

‘‘(B) worked in partnership with the De-
partment of Justice, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Department of the Treas-
ury, the Department of State, and many 
other agencies in the effort to find missing 
children and prevent child victimization; 

‘‘(10) Congress has given the Center, which 
is a private non-profit corporation, access to 
the National Crime Information Center of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the 
National Law Enforcement Telecommuni-
cations System; 

‘‘(11) since 1987, the Center has operated 
the National Child Pornography Tipline, in 
conjunction with the United States Customs 
Service and the United States Postal Inspec-
tion Service and, beginning this year, the 
Center established a new CyberTipline on 
child exploitation, thus becoming ‘the 911 for 
the Internet’; 

‘‘(12) in light of statistics that time is of 
the essence in cases of child abduction, the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion in February of 1997 created a new NCIC 
child abduction (‘CA’) flag to provide the 
Center immediate notification in the most 
serious cases, resulting in 642 ‘CA’ notifica-
tions to the Center and helping the Center to 
have its highest recovery rate in history; 

‘‘(13) the Center has established a national 
and increasingly worldwide network, linking 
the Center online with each of the missing 
children clearinghouses operated by the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico, as well as with Scotland Yard in the 
United Kingdom, the Royal Canadian Mount-
ed Police, INTERPOL headquarters in Lyon, 
France, and others, which has enabled the 
Center to transmit images and information 
regarding missing children to law enforce-
ment across the United States and around 
the world instantly; 

‘‘(14) from its inception in 1984 through 
March 31, 1998, the Center has— 

‘‘(A) handled 1,203,974 calls through its 24- 
hour toll-free hotline (1–800–THE–LOST) and 
currently averages 700 calls per day; 

‘‘(B) trained 146,284 law enforcement, 
criminal and juvenile justice, and healthcare 
professionals in child sexual exploitation and 
missing child case detection, identification, 
investigation, and prevention; 

‘‘(C) disseminated 15,491,344 free publica-
tions to citizens and professionals; and 

‘‘(D) worked with law enforcement on the 
cases of 59,481 missing children, resulting in 
the recovery of 40,180 children; 

‘‘(15) the demand for the services of the 
Center is growing dramatically, as evidenced 
by the fact that in 1997, the Center handled 
129,100 calls, an all-time record, and by the 
fact that its new Internet website 
(www.missingkids.com) receives 1,500,000 
‘hits’ every day, and is linked with hundreds 
of other websites to provide real-time images 
of breaking cases of missing children; 

‘‘(16) in 1997, the Center provided policy 
training to 256 police chiefs and sheriffs from 
50 States and Guam at its new Jimmy Ryce 
Law Enforcement Training Center; 

‘‘(17) the programs of the Center have had 
a remarkable impact, such as in the fight 

against infant abductions in partnership 
with the healthcare industry, during which 
the Center has performed 668 onsite hospital 
walk-throughs and inspections, and trained 
45,065 hospital administrators, nurses, and 
security personnel, and thereby helped to re-
duce infant abductions in the United States 
by 82 percent; 

‘‘(18) the Center is now playing a signifi-
cant role in international child abduction 
cases, serving as a representative of the De-
partment of State at cases under The Hague 
Convention, and successfully resolving the 
cases of 343 international child abductions, 
and providing greater support to parents in 
the United States; 

‘‘(19) the Center is a model of public/pri-
vate partnership, raising private sector funds 
to match congressional appropriations and 
receiving extensive private in-kind support, 
including advanced technology provided by 
the computer industry such as imaging tech-
nology used to age the photographs of long- 
term missing children and to reconstruct fa-
cial images of unidentified deceased chil-
dren; 

‘‘(20) the Center was 1 of only 10 of 300 
major national charities given an A+ grade 
in 1997 by the American Institute of Philan-
thropy; and 

‘‘(21) the Center has been redesignated as 
the Nation’s missing children clearinghouse 
and resource center once every 3 years 
through a competitive selection process con-
ducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention of the Department 
of Justice, and has received grants from that 
Office to conduct the crucial purposes of the 
Center.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 403 of the Miss-
ing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5772) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the term ‘Center’ means the National 

Center for Missing and Exploited Children.’’. 
(c) DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—Section 404 of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5773) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL GRANT TO NATIONAL CENTER 
FOR MISSING AND EXPLOITED CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
annually make a grant to the Center, which 
shall be used to— 

‘‘(A)(i) operate a national 24-hour toll-free 
telephone line by which individuals may re-
port information regarding the location of 
any missing child, or other child 13 years of 
age or younger whose whereabouts are un-
known to such child’s legal custodian, and 
request information pertaining to procedures 
necessary to reunite such child with such 
child’s legal custodian; and 

‘‘(ii) coordinate the operation of such tele-
phone line with the operation of the national 
communications system referred to in part C 
of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 
U.S.C. 5714–11); 

‘‘(B) operate the official national resource 
center and information clearinghouse for 
missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(C) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 
and individuals, information regarding— 

‘‘(i) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodg-
ing, and transportation services that are 
available for the benefit of missing and ex-
ploited children and their families; and 

‘‘(ii) the existence and nature of programs 
being carried out by Federal agencies to as-

sist missing and exploited children and their 
families; 

‘‘(D) coordinate public and private pro-
grams that locate, recover, or reunite miss-
ing children with their families; 

‘‘(E) disseminate, on a national basis, in-
formation relating to innovative and model 
programs, services, and legislation that ben-
efit missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(F) provide technical assistance and 
training to law enforcement agencies, State 
and local governments, elements of the 
criminal justice system, public and private 
nonprofit agencies, and individuals in the 
prevention, investigation, prosecution, and 
treatment of cases involving missing and ex-
ploited children; and 

‘‘(G) provide assistance to families and law 
enforcement agencies in locating and recov-
ering missing and exploited children, both 
nationally and internationally. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Administrator to carry out this subsection, 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, 2003, and 2004. 

‘‘(c) NATIONAL INCIDENCE STUDIES.—The 
Administrator, either by making grants to 
or entering into contracts with public agen-
cies or nonprofit private agencies, shall— 

‘‘(1) periodically conduct national inci-
dence studies to determine for a given year 
the actual number of children reported miss-
ing each year, the number of children who 
are victims of abduction by strangers, the 
number of children who are the victims of 
parental kidnapings, and the number of chil-
dren who are recovered each year; and 

‘‘(2) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 
and individuals information to facilitate the 
lawful use of school records and birth certifi-
cates to identify and locate missing chil-
dren.’’. 

(d) NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND EX-
PLOITED CHILDREN.—Section 405(a) of the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5775(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the Center 
and with’’ before ‘‘public agencies’’. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 408 of the Missing Children’s Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5777) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘1997 through 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘2000 
through 2004’’. 

On page 7, strike lines 7 through 18, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 101. SURRENDER TO STATE AUTHORITIES. 

Section 5001 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by striking the first undesig-
nated paragraph and inserting the following: 

‘‘Whenever any person who is less than 18 
years of age is been arrested and charged 
with the commission of an offense (or an act 
of delinquency that would be an offense were 
it committed by an adult) punishable in any 
court of the United States or of the District 
of Columbia, the United States Attorney for 
the district in which such person has been 
arrested may forego prosecution pursuant to 
section 5032(a)(2) if, after investigation by 
the United States Attorney, it appears 
that— 

‘‘(1) such person has committed an act that 
is also an offense or an act of delinquency 
under the law of any State or the District of 
Columbia; 

‘‘(2) such State or the District of Columbia, 
as applicable, can and will assume jurisdic-
tion over such juvenile and will take such ju-
venile into custody and deal with the juve-
nile in accordance with the law of such State 
or the District of Columbia, as applicable; 
and 

‘‘(3) it is in the best interests of the United 
States and of the juvenile offender.’’. 

On page 8, line 14, insert ‘‘, except as pro-
vided in subsection (d)(2)’’ after ‘‘court’’. 
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On page 9, line 2, insert ‘‘, except as pro-

vided in subsection (d)(2)’’ after ‘‘court’’. 
On page 10, beginning on line 1, strike ‘‘of 

concurrent jurisdiction between the Federal 
Government and a State or Indian tribe over 
both the offense and the juvenile’’ and insert 
‘‘in which both the Federal Government and 
a State or Indian tribe have penal provisions 
that criminalize the conduct at issue and 
both have jurisdiction over the juvenile’’. 

On page 10, line 15, strike ‘‘the offense’’ 
and insert ‘‘the conduct’’. 

On page 10, strike line 20 and all that fol-
lows through page 11, line 5, and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(C) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘Indian tribe’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 4(e) of the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b(e)). 

On page 12, line 13, insert ‘‘or for referral’’ 
after ‘‘defendant’’. 

On page 12, line 16, strike ‘‘20’’ and insert 
‘‘30’’. 

On page 12, line 18, strike ‘‘initially ap-
pears through counsel’’ and insert ‘‘appears 
through counsel to answer an indictment’’. 

On page 12, line 24, strike ‘‘clear and con-
vincing’’ and insert ‘‘a preponderance of 
the’’. 

On page 14, line 20, strike ‘‘not’’. 
On page 15, line 19, insert ‘‘and subject to 

subparagraph (C) of this paragraph,’’ after 
‘‘chapter,’’. 

On page 23, line 9, insert ‘‘committed while 
an adult’’ after ‘‘charges’’. 

On page 24, beginning on line 10, strike 
‘‘brief and incidental or accidental’’ and in-
sert ‘‘brief and inadvertent, or accidental, in 
secure areas of a facility that are not dedi-
cated to use by juvenile offenders and that 
are nonresidential, which may include din-
ing, recreational, educational, vocational, 
health care, entry areas, and passageways’’. 

On page 30, line 17, strike ‘‘the guidelines’’ 
and insert ‘‘any guidelines’’. 

On page 35, line 1, insert ‘‘felony’’ after 
‘‘any’’. 

On page 36, beginning on line 14, strike 
‘‘purpose of making an admission determina-
tion’’ and insert ‘‘sole purpose of denying ad-
mission’’. 

On page 36, line 21, add after ‘‘juvenile.’’ 
the following: ‘‘Any juvenile may petition 
the court after a period of 5 years to have a 
record relating to such juvenile and de-
scribed in this section (except a record relat-
ing to an offense described in subsection 
(b)(2)(A)) removed from the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation database if that juvenile can 
establish by clear and convincing evidence 
that the juvenile is no longer a danger to the 
community.’’. 

On page 38, beginning on line 2, strike ‘‘or 
ordered to pay restitution or a special as-
sessment under section 3013’’. 

On page 47, between lines 21 and 22, insert 
the following: 

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ includes a 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, and any commonwealth, territory, 
or possession of the United States. 

On page 54, line 1, strike ‘‘by paragraph 
(3)’’ and insert ‘‘in paragraph (3)’’. 

On page 62, line 2, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 62, line 5, strike the period and in-

sert a semicolon. 
On page 62, between lines 5 and 6, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(D) supervision by properly screened staff, 

who are trained and experienced in working 
with juveniles or young adults, in highly 
structured, disciplined surroundings, char-
acteristic of a military environment; and 

‘‘(E) participation in community service 
programs, such as counseling sessions, men-
toring, community service, or restitution 
projects, and a comprehensive aftercare plan 
developed through close coordination with 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and in co-
operation with business and private organi-
zations, as appropriate. 

On page 65, line 12, insert ‘‘, and in which 
there is sufficient flexibility to allow for in-
dividualized sanctions and services suited to 
the individual juvenile offender’’ before the 
period. 

On page 68, line 24, insert ‘‘violent and un-
lawful acts of animal cruelty,’’ after 
‘‘gangs,’’. 

On page 69, beginning on line 24, strike 
‘‘brief and incidental or accidental’’ and in-
sert ‘‘brief and inadvertent, or accidental, in 
secure areas of a facility that are not dedi-
cated to use by juvenile offenders and that 
are nonresidential, which may include din-
ing, recreational, educational, vocational, 
health care, entry areas, and passageways’’. 

On page 71, line 10, strike ‘‘forcible’’. 
On page 92, line 15, insert ‘‘, including 

youth violence courts targeted to juveniles 
aged 14 and younger’’ before the semicolon. 

On page 93, strike lines 20 and 21, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(16) programs for positive youth develop-
ment that provide youth at risk of delin-
quency with— 

‘‘(A) an ongoing relationship with a caring 
adult (for example, mentor, tutor, coach, or 
shelter youth worker); 

‘‘(B) safe places and structured activities 
during nonschool hours; 

‘‘(C) a healthy start; 
‘‘(D) a marketable skill through effective 

education; and 
‘‘(E) an opportunity to give back through 

community service. 
On page 119, line 16, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 119, between lines 18 and 19, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(R) programs for positive youth develop-

ment that provide delinquent youth and 
youth at-risk of delinquency with— 

‘‘(i) an ongoing relationship with a caring 
adult (for example, mentor, tutor, coach, or 
shelter youth worker); 

‘‘(ii) safe places and structured activities 
during nonschool hours; 

‘‘(iii) a healthy start; 
‘‘(iv) a marketable skill through effective 

education; and 
‘‘(v) an opportunity to give back through 

community service; 
On page 121, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘in 

collocated facilities’’ and insert ‘‘, including 
in collocated facilities,’’. 

On page 122, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘in 
collocated facilities’’ and insert ‘‘, including 
in collocated facilities,’’. 

On page 123, strike lines 20 through 24, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(ii) a parent or other legal guardian (or 
guardian ad litem) of the juvenile involved 
consents to detaining or confining such juve-
nile in accordance with this subparagraph 
and the parent has the right to revoke such 
consent at any time; 

On page 124, line 6, insert ‘‘finds that such 
detention or confinement is in the best inter-
est of such juvenile and’’ before ‘‘approves’’. 

On page 124, line 18, insert ‘‘, which review 
may be in the presence of the juvenile’’ be-
fore the semicolon. 

On page 127, beginning on line 22, strike 
‘‘(if any), not to exceed 5 percent,’’ and in-
sert ‘‘, if any,’’. 

On page 225, line 25, insert ‘‘, including pro-
grams designed and operated to further the 
goal of providing eligible offenders with an 

alternative to adjudication that emphasizes 
restorative justice’’ before the semicolon. 

On page 227, line 11, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 227, line 19, strike the period and 

insert ‘‘; and’’. 
On page 227, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(12) for programs that drug test juveniles 

who are arrested, including follow-up 
testings. 

On page 253, strike line 23 and all that fol-
lows through page 255, line 22. 

On page 103, line 12, strike ‘‘206’’ and insert 
‘‘207’’. 

On page 103, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 206. GRANTS TO YOUTH ORGANIZATIONS. 

‘‘(a) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
may make grants to Indian tribes (as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act) and na-
tional, Statewide, or community-based, non-
profit organizations in crime prone areas, 
(such as Boys and Girls Clubs, Police Ath-
letic Leagues, 4–H Clubs, YWCA, YMCA, Big 
Brothers and Big Sisters, and Kids ’N Kops 
programs) for the purposes of— 

‘‘(1) providing constructive activities to 
youth during after school hours, weekends, 
and school vacations; 

‘‘(2) providing supervised activities in safe 
environments to youth in those areas, in-
cluding activities through parks and other 
recreation areas; and 

‘‘(3) providing anti-alcohol and other drug 
education to prevent alcohol and other drug 
abuse among youth. 

‘‘(b) APPLICATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) ELIGIBILITY.—In order to be eligible to 

receive a grant under this section, the gov-
erning body of the Indian tribe or the chief 
operating officer of a national, Statewide, or 
community-based nonprofit organization 
shall submit an application to the Adminis-
trator, in such form and containing such in-
formation as the Administrator may reason-
ably require. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Each ap-
plication submitted in accordance with para-
graph (1) shall include— 

‘‘(A) a request for a grant to be used for the 
purposes of this section; 

‘‘(B) a description of the communities to be 
served by the grant, including the nature of 
juvenile crime, violence, and drug use in the 
communities; 

‘‘(C) written assurances that Federal funds 
received under this section will be used to 
supplement and not supplant, non-Federal 
funds that would otherwise be available for 
activities funded under this section; 

‘‘(D) written assurances that all activities 
funded under this section will be supervised 
by an appropriate number of responsible 
adults; 

‘‘(E) a plan for assuring that program ac-
tivities will take place in a secure environ-
ment that is free of crime and drugs; and 

‘‘(F) any additional statistical or financial 
information that the Administrator may 
reasonably require. 

‘‘(c) GRANT AWARDS.—In awarding grants 
under this section, the Administrator shall 
consider— 

‘‘(1) the ability of the applicant to provide 
the intended services; 

‘‘(2) the history and establishment of the 
applicant in providing youth activities; and 

‘‘(3) the extent to which services will be 
provided in crime prone areas, including ef-
forts to achieve an equitable geographic dis-
tribution of the grant awards. 

‘‘(d) ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this section— 

‘‘(1) 20 percent shall be for grants to na-
tional or Statewide nonprofit organizations; 
and 
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‘‘(2) 80 percent shall be for grants to com-

munity-based, nonprofit organizations. 
‘‘(e) CONTINUED AVAILABILITY.—Amounts 

made available under this section shall re-
main available until expended. 

On page 107, line 20, strike ‘‘207’’ and insert 
‘‘208’’. 

On page 122, lines 15 and 16, strike the 
semicolon and ‘‘ ‘(II)’’ and insert ‘‘and’’. 

On page 122, line 18, strike ‘‘(III)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(II)’’. 

On page 123, line 1, strike ‘‘(IV)’’ and insert 
‘‘(III)’’. 

On page 57, line 24, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation agencies,’’ after ‘‘schools,’’. 

On page 89, line 21, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation,’’ after ‘‘justice,’’. 

On page 90, line 23, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation staff,’’ after ‘‘businesses,’’. 

On page 92, line 22, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation agencies,’’ after ‘‘agencies,’’. 

On page 95, line 3, insert ‘‘public recreation 
agencies,’’ after ‘‘schools,’’. 

On page 99, line 25, insert ‘‘local recreation 
agency,’’ after ‘‘authority),’’. 

On page 115, line 22, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation agencies,’’ after ‘‘care agencies,’’. 

On page 145, line 18, insert ‘‘public recre-
ation personnel,’’ after ‘‘education,’’. 

On page 152, line 14, insert ‘‘, recreation,’’ 
after ‘‘education’’. 

On page 155, line 9, insert ‘‘or other appro-
priate site’’ after ‘‘project’’. 

On page 159, line 16, insert ‘‘recreation,’’ 
after ‘‘ployment,’’. 

On page 243, line 18, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 243, line 19, strike ‘‘(x)’’ and insert 

‘‘(xi)’’. 
On page 243, between lines 18 and 19, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(x) local recreation agencies; and’’. 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. VICTIMS OF TERRORISM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1404B of the Vic-
tims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10603b) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 1404B. COMPENSATION AND ASSISTANCE 

TO VICTIMS OF TERRORISM OR 
MASS VIOLENCE. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘eligible crime victim com-

pensation program’ means a program that 
meets the requirements of section 1402(b); 

‘‘(2) the term ‘eligible crime victim assist-
ance program’ means a program that meets 
the requirements of section 1404(b); 

‘‘(3) the term ‘public agency’ includes any 
Federal, State, or local government or non-
profit organization; and 

‘‘(4) the term ‘victim’— 
‘‘(A) means an individual who is citizen or 

employee of the United States, and who is 
injured or killed as a result of a terrorist act 
or mass violence, whether occurring within 
or outside the United States; and 

‘‘(B) includes, in the case of an individual 
described in subparagraph (A) who is de-
ceased, the family members of the indi-
vidual. 

‘‘(b) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Director 
may make grants, as provided in either sec-
tion 1402(d)(4)(B) or 1404— 

‘‘(1) to States, which shall be used for eligi-
ble crime victim compensation programs and 
eligible crime victim assistance programs for 
the benefit of victims; and 

‘‘(2) to victim service organizations, and 
public agencies that provide emergency or 
ongoing assistance to victims of crime, 
which shall be used to provide, for the ben-
efit of victims— 

‘‘(A) emergency relief (including com-
pensation, assistance, and crisis response) 
and other related victim services; and 

‘‘(B) training and technical assistance for 
victim service providers. 

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to supplant 
any compensation available under title VIII 
of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and 
Antiterrorism Act of 1986.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made 
by this section applies to any terrorist act or 
mass violence occurring on or after Decem-
ber 20, 1988, with respect to which an inves-
tigation or prosecution was ongoing after 
April 24, 1996. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. TRUTH-IN-SENTENCING INCENTIVE 

GRANTS. 
(a) QUALIFICATION DATE.—Section 20104 of 

the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13704(a)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘on April 26, 1996’’ and 
inserting ‘‘on or after April 26, 1996.’’ 

(b) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Section 20106 of the 
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13706) is amended by 
striking subsection (b) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) FORMULA ALLOCATION.—The amount 
made available to carry out this section for 
any fiscal year under section 20104 shall be 
allocated as follows: 

‘‘(1) .75 percent shall be allocated to each 
State that meets the requirements of section 
20104, except that the United States Virgin 
Islands, America Samoa, Guam, and the 
Northern Mariana Islands each shall be allo-
cated 0.05 percent; and 

‘‘(2) The amount remaining after the appli-
cation of paragraph (1) shall be allocated to 
each State that meets the requirements of 
section 20104 in the ratio that the average 
annual number of part 1 violent crimes re-
ported by that State to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation for the 3 years preceding the 
year in which the determination is made 
bears to the average annual number of part 
1 violent crimes reported by States that 
meet the requirements of section 20104 to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for the 3 
years preceding the year in which the deter-
mination is made, except that a State may 
not receive more than 25 percent of the total 
amount available for such grants.’’. 

At the end, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. APPLICATION OF PROVISION RELAT-

ING TO A SENTENCE OF DEATH FOR 
AN ACT OF ANIMAL ENTERPRISE 
TERRORISM. 

Section 3591 of title 18, United States Code 
(relating to circumstances under which a de-
fendant may be sentenced to death), shall 
apply to sentencing for a violation of section 
43 of title 18, United States Code, as amended 
by this Act to include the death penalty as a 
possible punishment. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PROHIBITIONS RELATING TO EXPLO-

SIVE MATERIALS. 
(a) PROHIBITION OF SALE, DELIVERY, OR 

TRANSFER OF EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS TO CER-
TAIN INDIVIDUALS.—Section 842 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsection (d) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(d) PROHIBITION OF SALE, DELIVERY, OR 
TRANSFER OF EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS TO CER-
TAIN INDIVIDUALS.—It shall be unlawful for 
any licensee to knowingly sell, deliver, or 
transfer any explosive materials to any indi-
vidual who— 

‘‘(1) is less than 21 years of age; 
‘‘(2) is under indictment for, or has been 

convicted in any court of, a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for a term exceeding 1 
year; 

‘‘(3) is a fugitive from justice; 
‘‘(4) is an unlawful user of or addicted to 

any controlled substance (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(5) has been adjudicated as a mental de-
fective or has been committed to any mental 
institution; 

‘‘(6) being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in section 845(d), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a nonimmigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)); 

‘‘(7) has been discharged from the Armed 
Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(8) having been a citizen of the United 
States, has renounced his citizenship; 

‘‘(9) is subject to a court order that re-
strains such person from harassing, stalking, 
or threatening an intimate partner of such 
person or child of such intimate partner or 
person, or engaging in other conduct that 
would place an intimate partner in reason-
able fear of bodily injury to the partner or 
child, except that this paragraph shall only 
apply to a court order that— 

‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 
such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had the opportunity to 
participate; and 

‘‘(B)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; and 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; or 

‘‘(10) has been convicted in any court of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic violence.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON SHIPPING, TRANS-
PORTING, POSSESSION, OR RECEIPT OF EXPLO-
SIVES BY CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—Section 842 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking subsection (i) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(i) PROHIBITION ON SHIPPING, TRANS-
PORTING, POSSESSION, OR RECEIPT OF EXPLO-
SIVES BY CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—It shall be 
unlawful for any person to ship or transport 
in interstate or foreign commerce, or pos-
sess, in or affecting commerce, any explo-
sive, or to receive any explosive that has 
been shipped or transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce, if that person— 

‘‘(1) is less than 21 years of age; 
‘‘(2) has been convicted in any court, of a 

crime punishable by imprisonment for a 
term exceeding 1 year; 

‘‘(3) is a fugitive from justice; 
‘‘(4) is an unlawful user of or addicted to 

any controlled substance (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 802)); 

‘‘(5) has been adjudicated as a mental de-
fective or who has been committed to a men-
tal institution; 

‘‘(6) being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in section 845(d), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a nonimmigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)); 

‘‘(7) has been discharged from the Armed 
Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(8) having been a citizen of the United 
States, has renounced his citizenship; or 

‘‘(9) is subject to a court order that— 
‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 

such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had an opportunity to 
participate; 

‘‘(B) restrains such person from harassing, 
stalking, or threatening an intimate partner 
of such person or child of such intimate part-
ner or person, or engaging in other conduct 
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that would place an intimate partner in rea-
sonable fear of bodily injury to the partner 
or child; and 

‘‘(C)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; and 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; or 

‘‘(10) has been convicted in any court of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic violence.’’. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS AND WAIVER FOR CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUALS.—Section 845 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(d) EXCEPTIONS AND WAIVER FOR CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUALS.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 
‘‘(A) the term ‘alien’ has the same meaning 

as in section 101(a)(3) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(3)); and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘nonimmigrant visa’ has the 
same meaning as in section 101(a)(26) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsections (d)(5)(B) and 
(i)(5)(B) of section 842 do not apply to any 
alien who has been lawfully admitted to the 
United States pursuant to a nonimmigrant 
visa, if that alien is— 

‘‘(A) admitted to the United States for law-
ful hunting or sporting purposes; 

‘‘(B) a foreign military personnel on offi-
cial assignment to the United States; 

‘‘(C) an official of a foreign government or 
a distinguished foreign visitor who has been 
so designated by the Department of State; or 

‘‘(D) a foreign law enforcement officer of a 
friendly foreign government entering the 
United States on official law enforcement 
business. 

‘‘(3) WAIVER.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who has 

been admitted to the United States under a 
nonimmigrant visa and who is not described 
in paragraph (2), may receive a waiver from 
the applicability of subsection (d)(5)(B) or 
(i)(5)(B) of section 842, if— 

‘‘(i) the individual submits to the Attorney 
General a petition that meets the require-
ments of subparagraph (B); and 

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General approves the pe-
tition. 

‘‘(B) PETITIONS.—Each petition under sub-
paragraph (A)(i) shall— 

‘‘(i) demonstrate that the petitioner has 
resided in the United States for a continuous 
period of not less than 180 days before the 
date on which the petition is submitted 
under this paragraph; and 

‘‘(ii) include a written statement from the 
embassy or consulate of the petitioner, au-
thorizing the petitioner to engage in any ac-
tivity prohibited under subsection (d) or (i) 
of section 842, as applicable, and certifying 
that the petitioner would not otherwise be 
prohibited from engaging in that activity 
under subsection (d) or (i) of section 842, as 
applicable.’’. 

On page 175, line 14, strike ‘‘$1,000,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,100,000,000’’. 

On page 175, strike lines 19 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(1) $500,000,000 shall be for programs under 
sections 1801 and 1803 of part R of title I of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796 et seq.), of which 
$50,000,000 shall be for programs under sec-
tion 1803;’’. 

On page 241, line 15, strike ‘‘applies.’’.’’ and 
insert ‘‘applies.’’. 

On page 241, after line 15, insert the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 1803. GRANTS TO COURTS FOR STATE JUVE-

NILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

may make grants in accordance with this 

section to States and units of local govern-
ment to assist State and local courts with 
juvenile offender dockets. 

‘‘(b) GRANT PURPOSES.—Grants under this 
section may be used— 

‘‘(1) for technology, equipment, and train-
ing for judges, probation officers, and other 
court personnel to implement an account-
ability-based juvenile justice system that 
provides substantial and appropriate sanc-
tions that are graduated in such manner as 
to reflect (for each delinquent act or crimi-
nal offense) the severity or repeated nature 
of that act or offense; 

‘‘(2) to hire additional judges, probation of-
ficers, other necessary court personnel, vic-
tims counselors, and public defenders for ju-
venile courts or adult courts with juvenile 
offender dockets, including courts with spe-
cialized juvenile drug offense or juvenile fire-
arms offense dockets to reduce juvenile 
court backlogs, and provide additional serv-
ices to make more effective systems of grad-
uated sanctions designed to reduce recidi-
vism and deter future crimes or delinquent 
acts by juvenile offenders. 

‘‘(3) to provide funding to enable juvenile 
courts and juvenile probation officers to ad-
dress drug, gang, and youth violence prob-
lems more effectively; and 

‘‘(45) to provide funds to— 
(A) effectively supervise and monitor juve-

nile offenders sentenced to probation or pa-
role; and 

(B) enforce conditions of probation and pa-
role imposed on juvenile offenders, including 
drug testing and payment of restitution. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State or unit of 

local government that applies for a grant 
under this section shall submit an applica-
tion to the Attorney General, in such form 
and containing such information as the At-
torney General may reasonably require. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In submitting an ap-
plication for a grant under this part, a State 
or unit of local government shall provide as-
surances that the State or unit of local gov-
ernment will— 

‘‘(A) give priority to the prosecution of 
violent juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(B) seek to reduce any backlogs in juve-
nile justice cases and provide additional 
services to make more effective systems of 
graduated sanctions designed to reduce re-
cidivism and deter future crimes or delin-
quent acts by juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(C) give adequate consideration to the 
rights and needs of victims of juvenile of-
fenders; and 

‘‘(D) use amounts received under this sec-
tion to supplement (and not supplant) State 
and local resources. 

‘‘(d) ALLOCATION OF GRANTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) ALLOCATION TO STATES.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In awarding grants under 

this part, the Attorney General may award 
grants provided for a State (including units 
of local government in that State) an aggre-
gate amount equal to 0.75 percent of the 
amount made available to the Attorney Gen-
eral by appropriations for this section made 
pursuant to section 291(b)(1) of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 (reduced by amounts reserved under sub-
section (e)). 

‘‘(ii) ADJUSTMENT.—If the Attorney Gen-
eral determines that an insufficient number 
of applications have been submitted for a 
State, the Attorney General may adjust the 
aggregate amount awarded for a State under 
clause (i). 

‘‘(b) REMAINING AMOUNTS.—Of the adjusted 
amounts available to the Attorney General 
to carry out the grant program under this 
section referred to in subparagraph (A) that 
remain after the Attorney General distrib-

utes the amounts specified in that subpara-
graph (referred to in this subparagraph as 
the ‘remaining amount’) the Attorney Gen-
eral may award an additional aggregate 
amount to each State (including any polit-
ical subdivision thereof) that (or with re-
spect to which a political subdivision there-
of) submits an application that is approved 
by the Attorney General under this section 
that bears the same ratio to the remaining 
amount as the population of juveniles resid-
ing in that State bears to the populace of ju-
veniles residing in all States. 

‘‘(2) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—The Attor-
ney General shall ensure that the distribu-
tion of grant amounts made available for a 
State (including units of local government in 
that State) under this section is made on an 
equitable geographic basis, to ensure that— 

‘‘(A) an equitable amount of available 
funds are directed to rural areas, including 
those justifications serving smaller urban 
and rural communities located along inter-
state transportation routes that are ad-
versely affected by interstate criminal gang 
activity, such as illegal drug trafficking; and 

‘‘(B) the amount allocated to a State is eq-
uitably divided between the State, counties, 
and other units of government to reflect the 
relative responsibilities of each such unit of 
local government. 

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATION; TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
may reserve for each fiscal year not more 
than 2 percent of amounts appropriated for 
this section pursuant to section 291(b)(1) of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974— 

‘‘(A) for the administration of this section; 
and 

‘‘(B) for the provision of technical assist-
ance to recipients of or applicants for grant 
awards under this section. 

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER PROVISION.—Any amounts 
reserved for any fiscal year pursuant to para-
graph (1) that are not expended during that 
fiscal year shall remain available until ex-
pended, except that any amount reserved 
under this subsection for the succeeding fis-
cal year from amounts made available by ap-
propriations shall be reduced by an amount 
equal to the amount that remains available. 

‘‘(f) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Any grant 
amounts awarded under this section shall re-
main available until expended.’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DISTRICT JUDGES FOR DISTRICTS IN 

THE STATES OF ARIZONA, FLORIDA, 
AND NEVADA. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Emergency Federal Judgeship 
Act of 1999’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ap-
point, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate— 

(1) 3 additional district judges for the dis-
trict of Arizona; 

(2) 4 additional district judges for the mid-
dle district of Florida; and 

(3) 2 additional district judges for the dis-
trict of Nevada. 

(c) TABLES.—In order that the table con-
tained in section 133 of title 28, United 
States Code, will reflect the changes in the 
total number of permanent district judge-
ships authorized as a result of subsection (a) 
of this section— 

(1) the item relating to Arizona in such 
table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Arizona ............................................ 11’’; 

(2) the item relating to Florida in such 
table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Florida: 

Northern ......................................... 4
Middle ............................................. 15
Southern ......................................... 16’’; 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5619 May 19, 1999 
and 

(3) the item relating to Nevada in such 
table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Nevada ............................................. 6’’. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this section, including such 
sums as may be necessary to provide appro-
priate space and facilities for the judicial po-
sitions created by this section. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCE RE-

SEARCH ON YOUTH VIOLENCE. 
(a) NIH RESEARCH.—The National Insti-

tutes of Health, acting through the Office of 
Behavioral and Social Sciences Research, 
shall carry out a coordinated, multi-year 
course of behavioral and social science re-
search on the causes and prevention of youth 
violence. 

(b) NATURE OF RESEARCH.—Funds made 
available to the National Institutes of 
Health pursuant to this section shall be uti-
lized to conduct, support, coordinate, and 
disseminate basic and applied behavioral and 
social science research with respect to youth 
violence, including research on 1 or more of 
the following subjects: 

(1) The etiology of youth violence. 
(2) Risk factors for youth violence. 
(3) Childhood precursors to antisocial vio-

lent behavior. 
(4) The role of peer pressure in inciting 

youth violence. 
(5) The processes by which children develop 

patterns of thought and behavior, including 
beliefs about the value of human life. 

(6) Science-based strategies for preventing 
youth violence, including school and commu-
nity-based programs. 

(7) Other subjects that the Director of the 
Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Re-
search deems appropriate. 

(c) ROLE OF THE OFFICE OF BEHAVIORAL AND 
SOCIAL SCIENCES RESEARCH.—Pursuant to 
this section and section 404A of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 283c), the Di-
rector of the Office of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences Research shall— 

(1) coordinate research on youth violence 
conducted or supported by the agencies of 
the National Institutes of Health; 

(2) identify youth violence research 
projects that should be conducted or sup-
ported by the research institutes, and de-
velop such projects in cooperation with such 
institutes and in consultation with state and 
federal law enforcement agencies; 

(3) take steps to further cooperation and 
collaboration between the National Insti-
tutes of Health and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration, the agencies of the Department of 
Justice, and other governmental and non-
governmental agencies with respect to youth 
violence research conducted or supported by 
such agencies; 

(4) establish a clearinghouse for informa-
tion about youth violence research con-
ducted by governmental and nongovern-
mental entities; and 

(5) periodically report to Congress on the 
state of youth violence research and make 
recommendations to Congress regarding such 
research. 

(d) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated, $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2000 through 2004 to carry out this section. If 
amount are not separately appropriated to 
carry out this section, the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health shall carry out 
this section using funds appropriated gen-
erally to the National Institutes of Health, 
except that funds expended for under this 

section shall supplement and not supplant 
existing funding for behavioral research ac-
tivities at the National Institutes of Health. 

On page 90, strike line 25 and insert the fol-
lowing: properly screened and trained and 
that— 

‘‘(A) the State establish criteria to assess 
the quality of those one-on-one mentoring 
projects; 

‘‘(B) the Administrator develop an annual 
report on the best mentoring practices in 
those projects; and 

‘‘(C) the State choose exemplary projects, 
designated Gold Star Mentoring Projects, to 
receive preferential access to funding; 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

MENTORING PROGRAMS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the well-being of all people of the 

United States is preserved and enhanced 
when young people are given the guidance 
they need to live healthy and productive 
lives; 

(2) adult mentors can play an important 
role in ensuring that young people become 
healthy, productive, successful members of 
society; 

(3) at-risk young people with mentors are 
46 percent less likely to begin using illegal 
drugs than at-risk young people without 
mentors; 

(4) at-risk young people with mentors are 
27 percent less likely to begin using alcohol 
than at-risk young people without mentors; 

(5) at-risk young people with mentors are 
53 percent less likely to skip school than at- 
risk young people without mentors; 

(6) at-risk young people with mentors are 
33 percent less likely to hit someone than at- 
risk young people without mentors; 

(7) 73 percent of students with mentors re-
port that their mentors helped raise their 
goals and expectations; and 

(8) there are many employees of the Fed-
eral Government who would like to serve as 
youth or family mentors but are unable to 
leave their jobs to participate in mentoring 
programs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the President should issue 
an Executive Order allowing all employees of 
the Federal Government to use a maximum 
of 1 hour each week of excused absence or ad-
ministrative leave to serve as mentors in 
youth or family mentoring programs. 

On page 85, line 6, strike ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 85, line 10, strike the period and 
insert a semicolon and ‘‘and’’. 

On page 85, insert between lines 10 and 11 
the following: 

‘‘(9) provide technical and financial assist-
ance to an organization composed of member 
representatives of the State advisory groups 
appointed under section 222(b)(2) to carry out 
activities under this paragraph, if such an 
organization agrees to carry out activities 
that include— 

‘‘(A) conducting an annual conference of 
such member representatives for purposes re-
lating to the activities of such State advi-
sory groups; 

‘‘(B) disseminating information, data, 
standards, advanced techniques, and pro-
grams models developed through the Insti-
tute and through programs funded under sec-
tion 261; 

‘‘(D) advising the Administrator with re-
spect to particular functions or aspects of 
the work of the Office; and 

On page 110, line 22, insert after the period 
‘‘A portion of any allocation of formula 
grants to a State shall be available to de-
velop a State plan or for other activities as-
sociated with such State plan which are nec-
essary for efficient administration, including 

monitoring, evaluation, and one full-time 
staff position.’’. 

On page 129, line 23, strike ‘‘, consisting’’ 
and insert ‘‘The State Advisory Group shall 
consist’’. 

On page 130, strike lines 15 through 19 and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The State Advisory 
Group established under subparagraph (A) 
shall— 

‘‘(I) participate in the development and re-
view of the State plan under this section be-
fore submission to the supervisory agency 
for final action; and 

‘‘(II) be afforded an opportunity to review 
and comment, not later than 30 days after 
the submission to the State Advisory Group, 
on all juvenile justice and delinquency pre-
vention grant applications submitted to the 
State agency designated under subsection 
(a)(1). 

On page 131, lines 2, 3, and 4, strike ‘‘shall 
make available to the State Advisory Group 
such sums as may be necessary’’. 

On page 85, line 6, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
On page 85, line 10, insert the following at 

the end: 
SEC. 204. NATIONAL PROGRAM. 

(b) DUTIES OF ADMINISTRATOR—In carrying 
out this title, the Administrator shall— 

(9) provide technical and financial assist-
ance to an eligible organization composed of 
member representatives of the State advi-
sory groups appointed under section 222(b)(2) 
to assist such organization to carry out the 
functions specified under (A). 

(A) To be eligible to receive such assist-
ance such organization shall agree to carry 
out activities that include— 

(i) conducting an annual conference of such 
member representatives for purposes relat-
ing to the activities of such State advisory 
groups; and 

(ii) disseminating information, data, 
standards, advanced techniques, and pro-
gram models developed through the Institute 
and through programs funded under section 
261. 

On page 265, after line 20, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 4. FAMILIES AND SCHOOLS TOGETHER PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency in 
the Department of Justice. 

(2) FAST PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘FAST pro-
gram’’ means a program that addresses the 
urgent social problems of youth violence and 
chronic juvenile delinquency by building and 
enhancing juveniles’ relationships with their 
families, peers, teachers, school staff, and 
other members of the community by bring-
ing together parents, schools, and commu-
nities to help— 

(A) at-risk children identified by their 
teachers to succeed; 

(B) enhance the functioning of families 
with at-risk children; 

(C) prevent alcohol and other drug abuse in 
the family; and 

(D) reduce the stress that their families ex-
perience from daily life. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—In consultation with 
the Attorney General, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, and the Secretary of the Department 
of Health and Human Services, the Adminis-
trator shall carry out a Family and Schools 
Together program to promote FAST pro-
grams. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in consultation with the At-
torney General, the Secretary of Education, 
and the Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Human Services shall develop 
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regulations governing the distribution of the 
funds for FAST programs. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section 
$12,000,000 for the each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004. 

(2) ALLOCATION.—Of amounts appropriated 
under paragraph (1)— 

(A) 83.33 percent shall be available for the 
implementation of local FAST programs; 
and 

(B) 16.67 percent shall be available for re-
search and evaluation of FAST programs. 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE V—VIOLENT OFFENDER DNA 

IDENTIFICATION ACT OF 1999 
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Violent Of-
fender DNA Identification Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 502. ELIMINATION OF CONVICTED OF-

FENDER DNA BACKLOG. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, in coordination with the Assistant At-
torney General of the Office of Justice Pro-
grams at the Department of Justice, and 
after consultation with representatives of 
State and local forensic laboratories, shall 
develop a voluntary plan to assist State and 
local forensic laboratories in performing 
DNA analyses of DNA samples collected from 
convicted offenders. 

(2) OBJECTIVE.—The objective of the plan 
developed under paragraph (1) shall be to ef-
fectively eliminate the backlog of convicted 
offender DNA samples awaiting analysis in 
State or local forensic laboratory storage, 
including samples that need to be reanalyzed 
using upgraded methods, in an efficient, ex-
peditious manner that will provide for their 
entry into the Combined DNA Indexing Sys-
tem (CODIS). 

(b) PLAN CONDITIONS.—The plan developed 
under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) require that each laboratory performing 
DNA analyses satisfy quality assurance 
standards and utilize state-of-the-art testing 
methods, as set forth by the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, in coordina-
tion with the Assistant Attorney General of 
the Office of Justice Programs of the Depart-
ment of Justice; and 

(2) require that each DNA sample collected 
and analyzed be accessible only— 

(A) to criminal justice agencies for law en-
forcement identification purposes; 

(B) in judicial proceedings, if otherwise ad-
missible pursuant to applicable statutes or 
rules; 

(C) for criminal defense purposes, to a de-
fendant, who shall have access to samples 
and analyses performed in connection with 
the case in which such defendant is charged; 
or 

(D) if personally identifiable information is 
removed, for a population statistics data-
base, for identification research and protocol 
development purposes, or for quality control 
purposes. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—Subject to 
the availability of appropriations under sub-
section (d), the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, in coordination with 
the Assistant Attorney General of the Office 
of Justice Programs at the Department of 
Justice, shall implement the plan developed 
pursuant to subsection (a) with State and 
local forensic laboratories that elect to par-
ticipate. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Justice to carry out this 
section $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
and 2001. 

SEC. 503. DNA IDENTIFICATION OF FEDERAL, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND MILITARY 
VIOLENT OFFENDERS. 

(a) EXPANSION OF DNA IDENTIFICATION 
INDEX.—Section 811(a)(2) of the 
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 
Act of 1996 (28 U.S.C. 531 note) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(2) the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation shall expand the combined 
DNA Identification System (CODIS) to in-
clude information on DNA identification 
records and analyses related to criminal of-
fenses and acts of juvenile delinquency under 
Federal law, the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice, and the District of Columbia Code, 
in accordance with section 210304 of the Vio-
lent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 14132).’’. 

(b) INDEX TO FACILITATE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EXCHANGE OF DNA IDENTIFICATION INFORMA-
TION.—Section 210304 of the Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 
U.S.C. 14132) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘per-
sons convicted of crimes’’ and inserting ‘‘in-
dividuals convicted of criminal offenses or 
adjudicated delinquent for acts of juvenile 
delinquency, including qualifying offenses 
(as defined in subsection (d)(1))’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘, at 
regular intervals of not to exceed 180 days,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘semiannual’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) INCLUSION OF DNA INFORMATION RE-

LATING TO VIOLENT OFFENDERS.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 
‘‘(A) the term ‘crime of violence’ has the 

meaning given such term in section 924(c)(3) 
of title 18, United States Code; and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘qualifying offense’ means a 
criminal offense or act of juvenile delin-
quency included on the list established by 
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation under paragraph (2)(A)(i). 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, and at the discretion of the Director 
thereafter, the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, in consultation with 
the Director of the Bureau of Prisons, the 
Director of the Court Services and Offender 
Supervision Agency for the District of Co-
lumbia or the Trustee appointed under sec-
tion 11232(a) of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997 (as appropriate), and the Chief of Police 
of the Metropolitan Police Department of 
the District of Columbia, shall by regulation 
establish— 

‘‘(i) a list of qualifying offenses; and 
‘‘(ii) standards and procedures for— 
‘‘(I) the analysis of DNA samples collected 

from individuals convicted of or adjudicated 
delinquent for a qualifying offense; 

‘‘(II) the inclusion in the index established 
by this section of the DNA identification 
records and DNA analyses relating to the 
DNA samples described in subclause (I); and 

‘‘(III) with respect to juveniles, the 
expungement of DNA identification records 
and DNA analyses described in subclause (II) 
from the index established by this section in 
any circumstance in which the underlying 
adjudication for the qualifying offense has 
been expunged. 

‘‘(B) OFFENSES INCLUDED.—The list estab-
lished under subparagraph (A)(i) shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(i) each criminal offense or act of juvenile 
delinquency under Federal law that— 

‘‘(I) constitutes a crime of violence; or 
‘‘(II) in the case of an act of juvenile delin-

quency, would, if committed by an adult, 
constitute a crime of violence; 

‘‘(ii) each criminal offense under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Code that constitutes a 
crime of violence; and 

‘‘(iii) any other felony offense under Fed-
eral law or the District of Columbia Code, as 
determined by the Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

‘‘(3) FEDERAL OFFENDERS.— 
‘‘(A) COLLECTION OF SAMPLES FROM FEDERAL 

PRISONERS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 180 days after 

the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Director of the Bureau of Prisons shall col-
lect a DNA sample from each individual in 
the custody of the Bureau of Prisons who, be-
fore or after this subsection takes effect, has 
been convicted of or adjudicated delinquent 
for a qualifying offense. 

‘‘(ii) TIME AND MANNER.—The Director of 
the Bureau of Prisons shall specify the time 
and manner of collection of DNA samples 
under this subparagraph. 

‘‘(B) COLLECTION OF SAMPLES FROM FEDERAL 
OFFENDERS ON SUPERVISED RELEASE, PAROLE, 
OR PROBATION.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
agency responsible for the supervision under 
Federal law of an individual on supervised 
release, parole, or probation (other than an 
individual described in paragraph (4)(B)(i)) 
shall collect a DNA sample from each indi-
vidual who has, before or after this sub-
section takes effect, been convicted of or ad-
judicated delinquent for a qualifying offense. 

‘‘(ii) TIME AND MANNER.—The Director of 
the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts shall specify the time and 
manner of collection of DNA samples under 
this subparagraph. 

‘‘(4) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OFFENDERS.— 
‘‘(A) OFFENDERS IN CUSTODY OF DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Government of the 

District of Columbia may— 
‘‘(I) identify 1 or more categories of indi-

viduals who are in the custody of, or under 
supervision by, the District of Columbia, 
from whom DNA samples should be col-
lected; and 

‘‘(II) collect a DNA sample from each indi-
vidual in any category identified under 
clause (i). 

‘‘(ii) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, 
the term ‘individuals in the custody of, or 
under supervision by, the District of Colum-
bia’— 

‘‘(I) includes any individual in the custody 
of, or under supervision by, any agency of 
the Government of the District of Columbia; 
and 

‘‘(II) does not include an individual who is 
under the supervision of the Director of the 
Court Services and Offender Supervision 
Agency for the District of Columbia or the 
Trustee appointed under section 11232(a) of 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 

‘‘(B) OFFENDERS ON SUPERVISED RELEASE, 
PROBATION, OR PAROLE.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Director of the Court Services and Offender 
Supervision Agency for the District of Co-
lumbia, or the Trustee appointed under sec-
tion 11232(a) of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997, as appropriate, shall collect a DNA 
sample from each individual under the super-
vision of the Agency or Trustee, respec-
tively, who is on supervised release, parole, 
or probation and who has, before or after 
this subsection takes effect, been convicted 
of or adjudicated delinquent for a qualifying 
offense. 

‘‘(ii) TIME AND MANNER.—The Director or 
the Trustee, as appropriate, shall specify the 
time and manner of collection of DNA sam-
ples under this subparagraph. 

‘‘(5) WAIVER; COLLECTION PROCEDURES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subsection, a person or agency responsible 
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for the collection of DNA samples under this 
subsection may— 

‘‘(A) waive the collection of a DNA sample 
from an individual under this subsection if 
another person or agency has collected such 
a sample from the individual under this sub-
section or subsection (e); and 

‘‘(B) use or authorize the use of such means 
as are necessary to restrain and collect a 
DNA sample from an individual who refuses 
to cooperate in the collection of the sample. 

‘‘(e) INCLUSION OF DNA INFORMATION RE-
LATING TO VIOLENT MILITARY OFFENDERS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Secretary of Defense shall pre-
scribe regulations that— 

‘‘(A) specify categories of conduct punish-
able under the Uniform Code of Military Jus-
tice (referred to in this subsection as ‘quali-
fying military offenses’) that are comparable 
to qualifying offenses (as defined in sub-
section (d)(1)); and 

‘‘(B) set forth standards and procedures 
for— 

‘‘(i) the analysis of DNA samples collected 
from individuals convicted of a qualifying 
military offense; and 

‘‘(ii) the inclusion in the index established 
by this section of the DNA identification 
records and DNA analyses relating to the 
DNA samples described in clause (i). 

‘‘(2) COLLECTION OF SAMPLES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 180 days after 

the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Secretary of Defense shall collect a DNA 
sample from each individual under the juris-
diction of the Secretary of a military depart-
ment who has, before or after this subsection 
takes effect, been convicted of a qualifying 
military offense. 

‘‘(B) TIME AND MANNER.—The Secretary of 
Defense shall specify the time and manner of 
collection of DNA samples under this para-
graph. 

‘‘(3) WAIVER; COLLECTION PROCEDURES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subsection, the Secretary of Defense may— 

‘‘(A) waive the collection of a DNA sample 
from an individual under this subsection if 
another person or agency has collected or 
will collect such a sample from the indi-
vidual under subsection (d); and 

‘‘(B) use or authorize the use of such means 
as are necessary to restrain and collect a 
DNA sample from an individual who refuses 
to cooperate in the collection of the sample. 

‘‘(f) CRIMINAL PENALTY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual from 

whom the collection of a DNA sample is re-
quired or authorized pursuant to subsection 
(d) who fails to cooperate in the collection of 
that sample shall be— 

‘‘(A) guilty of a class A misdemeanor; and 
‘‘(B) punished in accordance with title 18, 

United States Code. 
‘‘(2) MILITARY OFFENDERS.—An individual 

from whom the collection of a DNA sample is 
required or authorized pursuant to sub-
section (e) who fails to cooperate in the col-
lection of that sample may be punished as a 
court martial may direct as a violation of 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated— 

‘‘(1) to the Department of Justice to carry 
out subsection (d) of this section (including 
to reimburse the Federal judiciary for any 
reasonable costs incurred in implementing 
such subsection, as determined by the Attor-
ney General) and section 3(d) of the Violent 
Offender DNA Identification Act of 1999— 

‘‘(A) $6,600,000 for fiscal year 2000; and 
‘‘(B) such sums as may be necessary for 

each of fiscal years 2001 through 2004; 
‘‘(2) to the Court Services and Offender Su-

pervision Agency for the District of Colum-
bia or the Trustee appointed under section 

11232(a) of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 
(as appropriate), such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of fiscal years 2000 through 
2004; and 

‘‘(3) to the Department of Defense to carry 
out subsection (e)— 

‘‘(A) $600,000 for fiscal year 2000; and 
‘‘(B) $300,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 

through 2004.’’. 
(c) CONDITIONS OF RELEASE.— 
(1) CONDITIONS OF PROBATION.—Section 

3563(a) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(9) that the defendant cooperate in the 
collection of a DNA sample from the defend-
ant if the collection of such a sample is re-
quired or authorized pursuant to section 
210304 of the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 14132).’’. 

(2) CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISED RELEASE.— 
Section 3583(d) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting before ‘‘The 
court shall also order’’ the following: ‘‘The 
court shall order, as an explicit condition of 
supervised release, that the defendant co-
operate in the collection of a DNA sample 
from the defendant, if the collection of such 
a sample is required or authorized pursuant 
to section 210304 of the Violent Crime Con-
trol and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 
U.S.C. 14132).’’. 

(3) CONDITIONS OF RELEASE GENERALLY.—If 
the collection of a DNA sample from an indi-
vidual on probation, parole, or supervised re-
lease pursuant to a conviction or adjudica-
tion of delinquency under the law of any ju-
risdiction (including an individual on parole 
pursuant to chapter 311 of title 18, United 
States Code, as in effect on October 30, 1997) 
is required or authorized pursuant to section 
210304 of the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 14132), and 
the sample has not otherwise been collected, 
the individual shall cooperate in the collec-
tion of a DNA sample as a condition of that 
probation, parole, or supervised release. 

(d) REPORT AND EVALUATION.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Attorney General, acting 
through the Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Justice Programs of the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, shall— 

(1) conduct an evaluation to— 
(A) identify criminal offenses, including of-

fenses other than qualifying offenses (as de-
fined in section 210304(d)(1) of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 (42 U.S.C. 14132(d)(1)), as added by this 
section) that, if serving as a basis for the 
mandatory collection of a DNA sample under 
section 210304 of the Violent Crime Control 
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
14132) or under State law, are likely to yield 
DNA matches, and the relative degree of 
such likelihood with respect to each such of-
fense; and 

(B) determine the number of investigations 
aided (including the number of suspects 
cleared), and the rates of prosecution and 
conviction of suspects identified through 
DNA matching; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report describing 
the results of the evaluation under para-
graph (1). 

(e) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(1) DRUG CONTROL AND SYSTEM IMPROVE-
MENT GRANTS.—Section 503(a)(12)(C) of title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3753(a)(12)(C)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, at regular intervals 

of not to exceed 180 days,’’ and inserting 
‘‘semiannual’’. 

(2) DNA IDENTIFICATION GRANTS.—Section 
2403(3) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3796kk–2(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘, at reg-
ular intervals not exceeding 180 days,’’ and 
inserting ‘‘semiannual’’. 

(3) FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION.— 
Section 210305(a)(1)(A) of the Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 
U.S.C. 14133(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking 
‘‘, at regular intervals of not to exceed 180 
days,’’ and inserting ‘‘semiannual’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO VIOLENT 

CRIME IN INDIAN COUNTRY AND 
AREAS OF EXCLUSIVE FEDERAL JU-
RISDICTION. 

(a) ASSAULTS WITH MARITIME AND TERRI-
TORIAL JURISDICTION.—Section 113(a)(3) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘with intent to do bodily harm, 
and’’. 

(b) OFFENSES COMMITTED WITHIN INDIAN 
COUNTRY.—Section 1153 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘an of-
fense for which the maximum statutory term 
of imprisonment under section 1363 is greater 
than 5 years,’’ after ‘‘a felony under chapter 
109A,’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) Nothing in this section shall limit the 

inherent power of an Indian tribe to exercise 
criminal jurisdiction over any Indian with 
respect to any offense committed within In-
dian country, subject to the limitations on 
punishment under section 202(7) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968 (25 U.S.C. 1302(7)).’’. 

(c) RACKETEERING ACTIVITY.—Section 
1961(1)(A) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘(or would have been 
so chargeable except that the act or threat 
was committed in Indian country, as defined 
in section 1151, or in any other area of exclu-
sive Federal jurisdiction)’’ after ‘‘chargeable 
under State law’’. 

(d) MANSLAUGHTER WITHIN THE SPECIAL 
MARITIME AND TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION OF 
THE UNITED STATES.—Section 1112(b) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘ten years’’ and inserting ‘‘20 years’’. 

(e) EMBEZZLEMENT AND THEFT FROM INDIAN 
TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.—The second undesig-
nated paragraph of section 1163 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘so embezzled,’’ and inserting ‘‘embezzled,’’. 

On page 129, strike lines 5 and 6, and insert 
the following: ‘‘ernment or combination 
thereof; 

‘‘(24) provide for the establishment of 
youth tribunals and peer ‘juries’ in school 
districts in the State to promote zero toler-
ance policies with respect to misdemeanor 
offenses, acts of juvenile delinquency, and 
other antisocial behavior occurring on 
school grounds, including truancy, van-
dalism, underage drinking, and underage to-
bacco use; and 

At the end of title IV add the following 
new subtitle: 

Subtitle C—National Youth Violence 
Commission 

SEC. 431. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Na-

tional Youth Violence Commission Act’’. 
SEC. 432. NATIONAL YOUTH VIOLENCE COMMIS-

SION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.—There 

is established a commission to be known as 
the National Youth Violence Commission 
(hereinafter referred to in this subtitle as 
the ‘‘Commission’’). The Commission shall— 

(1) be composed of 16 members appointed in 
accordance with subsection (b); and 
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(2) conduct its business in accordance with 

the provisions of this subtitle. 
(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(1) PERSONS ELIGIBLE.—Except for those 

members who hold the offices described 
under paragraph (2)(A), and those members 
appointed under paragraph (2) (C)(ii) and 
(D)(iv), the members of the Commission shall 
be individuals who have expertise, by both 
experience and training, in matters to be 
studied by the Commission under section 433. 
The members of the Commission shall be 
well-known and respected among their peers 
in their respective fields of expertise. 

(2) APPOINTMENTS.—The members of the 
Commission shall be appointed for the life of 
the Commission as follows: 

(A) Four shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the United States, including— 

(i) the Surgeon General of the United 
States; 

(ii) the Attorney General of the United 
States; 

(iii) the Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Human Services; and 

(iv) the Secretary of the Department of 
Education. 

(B) Four shall be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, including— 

(i) 1 member who meets the criteria for eli-
gibility in paragraph (1) in the field of law 
enforcement or crime enforcement; 

(ii) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the field of 
school administration, teaching, or coun-
seling; 

(iii) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the field of par-
enting and family studies; and 

(iv) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the field of 
child or adolescent psychology. 

(C) Two shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, in-
cluding— 

(i) 1 member who meets the criteria for eli-
gibility in paragraph (1) in the field of law 
enforcement or crime enforcement; and 

(ii) 1 member who is a recognized religious 
leader. 

(D) Four shall be appointed by the Major-
ity Leader of the Senate, including— 

(i) 1 member who meets the criteria for eli-
gibility in paragraph (1) in the field of law 
enforcement or crime enforcement; 

(ii) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the field of 
school administration, teaching, or coun-
seling; 

(iii) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the social 
sciences; and 

(iv) 1 member who is a recognized religious 
leader. 

(E) Two shall be appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate, including— 

(i) 1 member who meets the criteria for eli-
gibility in paragraph (1) in the field of school 
administration, teaching, or counseling; and 

(ii) 1 member who meets the criteria for 
eligibility in paragraph (1) in the field of par-
enting and family studies. 

(3) COMPLETION OF APPOINTMENTS; VACAN-
CIES.—Not later than 30 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the appointing au-
thorities under paragraph (2) shall each 
make their respective appointments. Any va-
cancy that occurs during the life of the Com-
mission shall not affect the powers of the 
Commission, and shall be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment not 
later than 30 days after the vacancy occurs. 

(4) OPERATION OF THE COMMISSION.— 
(A) CHAIRMANSHIP.—The appointing au-

thorities under paragraph (2) shall jointly 
designate 1 member as the Chairman of the 
Commission. In the event of a disagreement 
among the appointing authorities, the Chair-

man shall be determined by a majority vote 
of the appointing authorities. The deter-
mination of which member shall be Chair-
man shall be made not later than 15 days 
after the appointment of the last member of 
the Commission, but in no case later than 45 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall 
meet at the call of the Chairman. The initial 
meeting of the Commission shall be con-
ducted not later than 30 days after the later 
of— 

(i) the date of the appointment of the last 
member of the Commission; or 

(ii) the date on which appropriated funds 
are available for the Commission. 

(C) QUORUM; VOTING; RULES.—A majority of 
the members of the Commission shall con-
stitute a quorum to conduct business, but 
the Commission may establish a lesser 
quorum for conducting hearings scheduled 
by the Commission. Each member of the 
Commission shall have 1 vote, and the vote 
of each member shall be accorded the same 
weight. The Commission may establish by 
majority vote any other rules for the con-
duct of the Commission’s business, if such 
rules are not inconsistent with this subtitle 
or other applicable law. 
SEC. 433. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the duty of the 

Commission to conduct a comprehensive fac-
tual study of incidents of youth violence to 
determine the root causes of such violence. 

(2) MATTERS TO BE STUDIED.—In deter-
mining the root causes of incidents of youth 
violence, the Commission shall study any 
matter that the Commission determines rel-
evant to meeting the requirements of para-
graph (1), including at a minimum— 

(A) the level of involvement and awareness 
of teachers and school administrators in the 
lives of their students and any impact of 
such involvement and awareness on inci-
dents of youth violence; 

(B) trends in family relationships, the level 
of involvement and awareness of parents in 
the lives of their children, and any impact of 
such relationships, involvement, and aware-
ness on incidents of youth violence; 

(C) the alienation of youth from their 
schools, families, and peer groups, and any 
impact of such alienation on incidents of 
youth violence; 

(D) the availability of firearms to youth, 
including any illegal means by which youth 
acquire such firearms, and any impact of 
such availability on incidents of youth vio-
lence; 

(E) any impact upon incidents of youth vi-
olence of the failure to execute existing laws 
designed to restrict youth access to certain 
firearms and the illegal purchase, possession, 
or transfer of certain firearms; 

(F) the effect upon youth of depictions of 
violence in the media and any impact of such 
depictions on incidents of youth violence; 
and 

(G) the availability to youth of informa-
tion regarding the construction of weapons, 
including explosive devices, and any impact 
of such information on incidents of youth vi-
olence. 

(3) TESTIMONY OF PARENTS AND STUDENTS.— 
In determining the root causes of incidents 
of youth violence, the Commission shall, 
pursuant to section 434(a), take the testi-
mony of parents and students to learn and 
memorialize their views and experiences re-
garding incidents of youth violence. 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Based on the find-
ings of the study required under subsection 
(a), the Commission shall make rec-
ommendations to the President and Congress 
to address the causes of youth violence and 
reduce incidents of youth violence. If the 

Surgeon General issues any report on media 
and violence, the Commission shall consider 
the findings and conclusions of such report 
in making recommendations under this sub-
section. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date on which the Commission first 
meets, the Commission shall submit to the 
President and Congress a comprehensive re-
port of the Commission’s findings and con-
clusions, together with the recommendations 
of the Commission. 

(2) SUMMARIES.—The report under this sub-
section shall include a summary of— 

(A) the reports submitted to the Commis-
sion by any entity under contract for re-
search under section 434(e); and 

(B) any other material relied on by the 
Commission in the preparation of the Com-
mission’s report. 
SEC. 434. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARINGS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may hold 

such hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, administer such oaths, take such tes-
timony, and receive such evidence as the 
Commission considers advisable to carry out 
its duties under section 433. 

(2) WITNESS EXPENSES.—Witnesses re-
quested to appear before the Commission 
shall be paid the same fees as are paid to wit-
nesses under section 1821 of title 28, United 
States Code. 

(b) SUBPOENAS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person fails to supply 

information requested by the Commission, 
the Commission may by majority vote re-
quest the Attorney General of the United 
States to require by subpoena the production 
of any written or recorded information, doc-
ument, report, answer, record, account, 
paper, computer file, or other data or docu-
mentary evidence necessary to carry out the 
Commission’s duties under section 433. The 
Commission shall transmit to the Attorney 
General a confidential, written request for 
the issuance of any such subpoena. The At-
torney General shall issue the requested sub-
poena if the request is reasonable and con-
sistent with the Commission’s duties under 
section 433. A subpoena under this paragraph 
may require the production of materials 
from any place within the United States. 

(2) INTERROGATORIES.—The Commission 
may, with respect only to information nec-
essary to understand any materials obtained 
through a subpoena under paragraph (1), re-
quest the Attorney General to issue a sub-
poena requiring the person producing such 
materials to answer, either through a sworn 
deposition or through written answers pro-
vided under oath (at the election of the per-
son upon whom the subpoena is served), to 
interrogatories from the Commission regard-
ing such information. The Attorney General 
shall issue the requested subpoena if the re-
quest is reasonable and consistent with the 
Commission’s duties under section 433. A 
complete recording or transcription shall be 
made of any deposition made under this 
paragraph. 

(3) CERTIFICATION.—Each person who sub-
mits materials or information to the Attor-
ney General pursuant to a subpoena issued 
under paragraph (1) or (2) shall certify to the 
Attorney General the authenticity and com-
pleteness of all materials or information 
submitted. The provisions of section 1001 of 
title 18, United States Code, shall apply to 
any false statements made with respect to 
the certification required under this para-
graph. 

(4) TREATMENT OF SUBPOENAS.—Any sub-
poena issued by the Attorney General under 
paragraph (1) or (2) shall comply with the re-
quirements for subpoenas issued by a United 
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States district court under the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure. 

(5) FAILURE TO OBEY A SUBPOENA.—If a per-
son refuses to obey a subpoena issued by the 
Attorney General under paragraph (1) or (2), 
the Attorney General may apply to a United 
States district court for an order requiring 
that person to comply with such subpoena. 
The application may be made within the ju-
dicial district in which that person is found, 
resides, or transacts business. Any failure to 
obey the order of the court may be punished 
by the court as civil contempt. 

(c) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Commission may secure directly 
from any Federal department or agency such 
information as the Commission considers 
necessary to carry out its duties under sec-
tion 433. Upon the request of the Commis-
sion, the head of such department or agency 
may furnish such information to the Com-
mission. 

(d) INFORMATION TO BE KEPT CONFIDEN-
TIAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be 
considered an agency of the Federal Govern-
ment for purposes of section 1905 of title 18, 
United States Code, and any individual em-
ployed by any individual or entity under 
contract with the Commission under sub-
section (e) shall be considered an employee 
of the Commission for the purposes of sec-
tion 1905 of title 18, United States Code. 

(2) DISCLOSURE.—Information obtained by 
the Commission or the Attorney General 
under this Act and shared with the Commis-
sion, other than information available to the 
public, shall not be disclosed to any person 
in any manner, except— 

(A) to Commission employees or employees 
of any individual or entity under contract to 
the Commission under subsection (e) for the 
purpose of receiving, reviewing, or proc-
essing such information; 

(B) upon court order; or 
(C) when publicly released by the Commis-

sion in an aggregate or summary form that 
does not directly or indirectly disclose— 

(i) the identity of any person or business 
entity; or 

(ii) any information which could not be re-
leased under section 1905 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

(e) CONTRACTING FOR RESEARCH.—The Com-
mission may enter into contracts with any 
entity for research necessary to carry out 
the Commission’s duties under section 433. 
SEC. 435. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS. 

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each 
member of the Commission who is not an of-
ficer or employee of the Federal Government 
shall be compensated at a rate equal to the 
daily equivalent of the annual rate of basic 
pay prescribed for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day (including travel 
time) during which such member is engaged 
in the performance of the duties of the Com-
mission. All members of the Commission 
who are officers or employees of the United 
States shall serve without compensation in 
addition to that received for their services as 
officers or employees of the United States. 

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of 
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, while away from 
their homes or regular places of business in 
the performance of service for the Commis-
sion. 

(c) STAFF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairman of the Com-

mission may, without regard to the civil 
service laws and regulations, appoint and 
terminate an executive director and such 

other additional personnel as may be nec-
essary to enable the Commission to perform 
its duties. The employment and termination 
of an executive director shall be subject to 
confirmation by a majority of the members 
of the Commission. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—The executive director 
shall be compensated at a rate not to exceed 
the rate payable for level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United 
States Code. The Chairman may fix the com-
pensation of other personnel without regard 
to the provisions of chapter 51 and sub-
chapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay for such personnel 
may not exceed the rate payable for level V 
of the Executive Schedule under section 5316 
of such title. 

(3) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.— 
Any Federal Government employee, with the 
approval of the head of the appropriate Fed-
eral agency, may be detailed to the Commis-
sion without reimbursement, and such detail 
shall be without interruption or loss of civil 
service status, benefits, or privilege. 

(d) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND 
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairman of 
the Commission may procure temporary and 
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code, at rates for indi-
viduals not to exceed the daily equivalent of 
the annual rate of basic pay prescribed for 
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5316 of such title. 
SEC. 436. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission and any agency of the Fed-
eral Government assisting the Commission 
in carrying out its duties under this subtitle 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this subtitle. Any sums ap-
propriated shall remain available, without 
fiscal year limitation, until expended. 
SEC. 437. TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION. 

The Commission shall terminate 30 days 
after the Commission submits the report 
under section 433(c). 

On page 134, strike lines 9 through 12. 
On page 134, line 13, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert 

‘‘(1)’’. 
On page 134, line 16, add ‘‘and’’ at the end; 
On page 134, line 17, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert 

‘‘(2)’’. 
On page 134, strike line 20 and all that fol-

lows through page 135, line 7, and insert 
‘‘linquency.’’. 

On page 138, strike lines 2 through 4, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘The Administrator, in consultation with 
the Director, shall— 

On page 138, line 9, strike ‘‘data and’’. 
On page 138, after line 23, add the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 242A. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS. 

‘‘The Administrator, under the supervision 
of the Assistant Attorney General for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, and in consultation 
with the Director, may— 

‘‘(1) transfer funds to and enter into agree-
ments with the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
or, subject to the approval of the Assistant 
Attorney General for the Office of Justice 
Programs, to another Federal agency au-
thorized by law to undertake statistical 
work in juvenile justice matters, for the pur-
pose of providing for the collection, analysis, 
and dissemination of statistical data and in-
formation relating to juvenile crime, the ju-
venile justice system, and youth violence, 
and for other purposes, consistent with the 
Violent and Repeat Juvenile Offender Ac-
countability Act of 1999; and 

‘‘(2) plan and identify, in consultation with 
the Director of the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, the purposes and goals of each grant 

made or contract or other agreement entered 
into under this title. 

On page 143, strike lines 19 through 21, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘The Administrator may— 
On page 145, lines 3 and 4, strike ‘‘within 

the National Institute for Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention’’. 

On page 219, between lines 23 and 24, insert 
the following: 

(6) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection may be construed to affect the 
authority under section 242A or 243 of the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974, as amended by this Act. 

On page 90, strike lines 3 through 7, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(3) projects that provide support and 
treatment to— 

‘‘(A) juveniles who are at risk of delin-
quency because they are the victims of child 
abuse or neglect; and 

‘‘(B) juvenile offenders who are victims of 
child abuse or neglect and to their families, 
in order to reduce the likelihood that such 
juvenile offenders will commit subsequent 
violations of law; 

On page 108, strike lines 17 through 24, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(b) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, from 
the amounts allocated under section 291 to 
carry out section 205 and part B in each fis-
cal year— 

‘‘(1) the Administrator shall reserve an 
amount equal to the amount which all In-
dian tribes that qualify for a grant under 
section 206 would collectively be entitled, if 
such tribes were collectively treated as a 
State for purposes of subsection (a); and 

‘‘(2) the Administrator shall reserve 5 per-
cent to make grants to States under section 
208. 

On page 109, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 208. CONFIDENTIAL REPORTING OF INDI-

VIDUALS SUSPECTED OF IMMINENT 
SCHOOL VIOLENCE. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Grants under this sec-
tion shall be known as ‘CRISIS Grants’. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—From 
the amounts reserved by the Administrator 
under section 207(b)(2), the Administrator 
shall make a grant to each State in an 
amount determined under subsection (d), for 
use in accordance with subsection (c). 

‘‘(c) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.—Amounts 
made available to a State under a grant 
under this section may be used by the 
State— 

‘‘(1) to support the independent State de-
velopment and operation of confidential, 
toll-free telephone hotlines that will operate 
7 days per week, 24 hours per day, in order to 
provide students, school officials, and other 
individuals with the opportunity to report 
specific threats of imminent school violence 
or to report other suspicious or criminal con-
duct by juveniles to appropriate State and 
local law enforcement entities for investiga-
tion; 

‘‘(2) to ensure proper State training of per-
sonnel who answer and respond to telephone 
calls to hotlines described in paragraph (1); 

‘‘(3) to assist in the acquisition of tech-
nology necessary to enhance the effective-
ness of hotlines described in paragraph (1), 
including the utilization of Internet web- 
pages or resources; 

‘‘(4) to enhance State efforts to offer appro-
priate counseling services to individuals who 
call a hotline described in paragraph (1) 
threatening to do harm to themselves or oth-
ers; and 

‘‘(5) to further State efforts to publicize 
the services offered by the hotlines described 
in paragraph (1) and to encourage individuals 
to utilize those services. 
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‘‘(d) ALLOCATION TO STATES.—The total 

amount reserved to carry out this section in 
each fiscal year shall be allocated to each 
State based on the proportion of the popu-
lation of the State that is less than 18 years 
of age.’’. 

On page 265, after line 20, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. FEDERAL JUDICIARY PROTECTION ACT 

OF 1999. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Federal Judiciary Protection 
Act of 1999’’. 

(b) ASSAULTING, RESISTING, OR IMPEDING 
CERTAIN OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES.—Section 
111 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘three’’ 
and inserting ‘‘8’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘ten’’ and 
inserting ‘‘20’’. 

(c) INFLUENCING, IMPEDING, OR RETALIATING 
AGAINST A FEDERAL OFFICIAL BY THREAT-
ENING OR INJURING A FAMILY MEMBER.—Sec-
tion 115(b)(4) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘five’’ and inserting ‘‘10’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘three’’ and inserting ‘‘6’’. 
(d) MAILING THREATENING COMMUNICA-

TIONS.—Section 876 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by designating the first 4 undesignated 
paragraphs as subsections (a) through (d), re-
spectively; 

(2) in subsection (c), as so designated, by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘If such a 
communication is addressed to a United 
States judge, a Federal law enforcement offi-
cer, or an official who is covered by section 
1114, the individual shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d), as so designated, by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘If such a 
communication is addressed to a United 
States judge, a Federal law enforcement offi-
cer, or an official who is covered by section 
1114, the individual shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 

(e) AMENDMENT OF THE SENTENCING GUIDE-
LINES FOR ASSAULTS AND THREATS AGAINST 
FEDERAL JUDGES AND CERTAIN OTHER FED-
ERAL OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority 
under section 994 of title 28, United States 
Code, the United States Sentencing Commis-
sion shall review and amend the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines and the policy statements 
of the Commission, if appropriate, to provide 
an appropriate sentencing enhancement for 
offenses involving influencing, assaulting, 
resisting, impeding, retaliating against, or 
threatening a Federal judge, magistrate 
judge, or any other official described in sec-
tion 111 or 115 of title 18, United States Code. 

(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In car-
rying out this section, the United States 
Sentencing Commission shall consider, with 
respect to each offense described in para-
graph (1)— 

(A) any expression of congressional intent 
regarding the appropriate penalties for the 
offense; 

(B) the range of conduct covered by the of-
fense; 

(C) the existing sentences for the offense; 
(D) the extent to which sentencing en-

hancements within the Federal sentencing 
guidelines and the court’s authority to im-
pose a sentence in excess of the applicable 
guideline range are adequate to ensure pun-
ishment at or near the maximum penalty for 
the most egregious conduct covered by the 
offense; 

(E) the extent to which Federal sentencing 
guideline sentences for the offense have been 

constrained by statutory maximum pen-
alties; 

(F) the extent to which Federal sentencing 
guidelines for the offense adequately achieve 
the purposes of sentencing as set forth in 
section 3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States 
Code; 

(G) the relationship of Federal sentencing 
guidelines for the offense to the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines for other offenses of com-
parable seriousness; and 

(H) any other factors that the Commission 
considers to be appropriate. 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. . LOCAL ENFORCEMENT OF LOCAL ALCO-

HOL PROHIBITIONS THAT REDUCE 
JUVENILE CRIME IN REMOTE ALAS-
KA VILLAGES. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDING.—The Congress 
finds the following: 

(1) Villages in remote areas of Alaska lack 
local law enforcement due to the absence of 
a tax base to support such services and to 
small populations that do not secure suffi-
cient funds under existing state and federal 
grant program formulas. 

(2) State troopers are often unable to re-
spond to reports of violence in remote vil-
lages if there is inclimate weather, and often 
only respond in reported felony cases. 

(3) Studies conclude that alcohol consump-
tion is strongly linked to the commission of 
violent crimes in remote Alaska villages and 
that youth are particularly susceptible to 
developing chronic criminal behaviors asso-
ciated with alcohol in the absence of early 
intervention. 

(4) Many remote villages have sought to 
limit the introduction of alcohol into their 
communities as a means of early interven-
tion and to reduce criminal conduct among 
juveniles. 

(5) In many remote villages, there is no 
person with the authority to enforce these 
local alcohol restrictions in a manner con-
sistent with juridical standards of due proc-
ess required under the state and federal con-
stitutions. 

(6) Remote Alaska villages are experi-
encing a marked increase in births and the 
number of juveniles residing in villages is ex-
pected to increase dramatically in the next 
five years. 

(7) Adoption of alcohol prohibitions by vot-
ers in remote villages represents a commu-
nity-based effort to reduce juvenile crime, 
but this local policy choice requires local 
law enforcement to be effective. 

(b) GRANT OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 
(1) The Attorney General is authorized to 

provide to the State of Alaska funds for 
state law enforcement, judicial infrastruc-
ture and other costs necessary in remote vil-
lages to implement the prohibitions on the 
sale, importation and possession of alcohol 
adopted pursuant to state local option stat-
ues. 

(2) Funds provided to the State of Alaska 
under this section shall be in addition to and 
shall not disqualify the State, local govern-
ments, or Indian tribes (as that term is de-
fined in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act (P.L. 
93-638, as amended; 25 U.S.C. 450b(e) (1998)) 
from federal funds available under other au-
thority. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out this section 
(A) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 
(B) $17,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 
(C) $18,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 
(2) SOURCE OF SUMS.—Amounts authorized 

to be appropriated under this subsection may 
be derived from the Violent Crime Reduction 
Trust Fund.’’ 

At page 107, strike liens 11 through 14. 

At page 168, line 7 after the comma insert 
‘‘elders in Alaska Native villages,’’ 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing new section: 

‘‘SEC. . RULE OF CONSTRUCTION—Nothing 
in this Act may be construed to create, ex-
pand or diminish or in any way affect the ju-
risdiction of an Indian tribe in the State of 
Alaska.’’ 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. BOUNTY HUNTER ACCOUNTABILITY 

AND QUALITY ASSISTANCE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) bounty hunters, also known as bail en-

forcement officers or recovery agents, pro-
vide law enforcement officers and the courts 
with valuable assistance in recovering fugi-
tives from justice; 

(2) regardless of the differences in their du-
ties, skills, and responsibilities, the public 
has had difficulty in discerning the dif-
ference between law enforcement officers 
and bounty hunters; 

(3) the availability of bail as an alternative 
to the pretrial detention or unsecured re-
lease of criminal defendants is important to 
the effective functioning of the criminal jus-
tice system; 

(4) the safe and timely return to custody of 
fugitives who violate bail contracts is an im-
portant matter of public safety, as is the re-
turn of any other fugitive from justice; 

(5) bail bond agents are widely regulated 
by the States, whereas bounty hunters are 
largely unregulated; 

(6) the public safety requires the employ-
ment of qualified, well-trained bounty hunt-
ers; and 

(7) in the course of their duties, bounty 
hunters often move in and affect interstate 
commerce. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘bail bond agent’’ means any 

retail seller of a bond to secure the release of 
a criminal defendant pending judicial pro-
ceedings, unless such person also is self-em-
ployed to obtain the recovery of any fugitive 
from justice who has been released on bail; 

(2) the term ‘‘bounty hunter’’— 
(A) means any person whose services are 

engaged, either as an independent contractor 
or as an employee of a bounty hunter em-
ployer, to obtain the recovery of any fugitive 
from justice who has been released on bail; 
and 

(B) does not include any— 
(i) law enforcement officer acting under 

color of law; 
(ii) attorney, accountant, or other profes-

sional licensed under applicable State law; 
(iii) employee whose duties are primarily 

internal audit or credit functions; 
(iv) person while engaged in the perform-

ance of official duties as a member of the 
Armed Forces on active duty (as defined in 
section 101(d)(1) of title 10, United States 
Code); or 

(v) bail bond agent; 
(3) the term ‘‘bounty hunter employer’’— 
(A) means any person that— 
(i) employs 1 or more bounty hunters; or 
(ii) provides, as an independent contractor, 

for consideration, the services of 1 or more 
bounty hunters (which may include the serv-
ices of that person); and 

(B) does not include any bail bond agent; 
and 

(4) the term ‘‘law enforcement officer’’ 
means a public officer or employee author-
ized under applicable Federal or State law to 
conduct or engage in the prevention, inves-
tigation, prosecution, or adjudication of 
criminal offenses, including any public offi-
cer or employee engaged in corrections, pa-
role, or probation functions, or the recovery 
of any fugitive from justice. 

(c) MODEL GUIDELINES.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall develop model guide-
lines for the State control and regulation of 
persons employed or applying for employ-
ment as bounty hunters. In developing such 
guidelines, the Attorney General shall con-
sult with organizations representing— 

(A) State and local law enforcement offi-
cers; 

(B) State and local prosecutors; 
(C) the criminal defense bar; 
(D) bail bond agents; 
(E) bounty hunters; and 
(F) corporate sureties. 
(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The guidelines de-

veloped under paragraph (1) shall include 
recommendations of the Attorney General 
regarding whether— 

(A) a person seeking employment as a 
bounty hunter should— 

(i) be required to submit to a fingerprint- 
based criminal background check prior to 
entering into the performance of duties pur-
suant to employment as a bounty hunter; or 

(ii) not be allowed to obtain such employ-
ment if that person has been convicted of a 
felony offense under Federal or State law; 

(B) bounty hunters and bounty hunter em-
ployers should be required to obtain ade-
quate liability insurance for actions taken in 
the course of performing duties pursuant to 
employment as a bounty hunter; and 

(C) State laws should provide— 
(i) for the prohibition on bounty hunters 

entering any private dwelling, unless the 
bounty hunter first knocks on the front door 
and announces the presence of 1 or more 
bounty hunters; and 

(ii) the official recognition of bounty hunt-
ers from other States. 

(3) EFFECT ON BAIL.—The guidelines pub-
lished under paragraph (1) shall include an 
analysis of the estimated effect, if any, of 
the adoption of the guidelines by the States 
on— 

(A) the cost and availability of bail; and 
(B) the bail bond agent industry. 
(4) NO REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 

this subsection may be construed to author-
ize the promulgation of any Federal regula-
tion relating to bounty hunters, bounty hun-
ter employers, or bail bond agents. 

(5) PUBLICATION OF GUIDELINES.—The Attor-
ney General shall publish model guidelines 
developed pursuant to paragraph (1) in the 
Federal Register. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. ASSISTANCE FOR UNINCORPORATED 

NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1701(d) of title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796dd(d)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) provide assistance to unincorporated 

neighborhood watch organizations approved 
by the appropriate local police or sheriff’s 
department, in an amount equal to not more 
than $1950 per organization, for the purchase 
of citizen band radios, street signs, magnetic 
signs, flashlights, and other equipment relat-
ing to neighborhood watch patrols.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1001(a)(11) of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3793(a)(11)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking clause 
(vi) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(vi) $282,625,000 for fiscal year 2000.’’; and 
(2) in subparagraph (B) by inserting after 

‘‘(B)’’ the following: ‘‘Of amounts made 

available to carry out part Q in each fiscal 
year $14,625,000 shall be used to carry out sec-
tion 1701(d)(12).’’. 

On page 227, line 11, strike ‘‘and’’ at the 
end. 

On page 227, line 19, strike the period at 
the end and insert ‘‘; and’’. 

On page 227, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(12) for programs for— 
‘‘(A) providing cross-training, jointly with 

the public mental health system, for State 
juvenile court judges, public defenders, and 
mental health and substance abuse agency 
representatives with respect to the appro-
priate use of effective, community-based al-
ternatives to juvenile justice or mental 
health system institutional placements; or 

‘‘(B) providing training for State juvenile 
probation officers and community mental 
health and substance abuse program rep-
resentatives on appropriate linkages be-
tween probation programs and mental health 
community programs, specifically focusing 
on the identification of mental disorders and 
substance abuse addiction in juveniles on 
probation, effective treatment interventions 
for those disorders, and making appropriate 
contact with mental health and substance 
abuse case managers and programs in the 
community, in order to ensure that juveniles 
on probation receive appropriate access to 
mental health and substance abuse treat-
ment programs and services. 

On page 89, line 18, strike ‘‘or’’ at the end. 
On page 89, line 21, add ‘‘or’’ at the end. 
On page 89, between lines 21 and 22, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(H) to provide services to juveniles with 

serious mental and emotional disturbances 
(SED) who are in need of mental health serv-
ices; 

On page 90, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(4) projects that support State and local 
programs to prevent juvenile delinquency by 
providing for— 

‘‘(A) assessments by qualified mental 
health professionals of incarcerated juve-
niles who are suspected of being in need of 
mental health services; 

‘‘(B) the development of individualized 
treatment plans for juveniles determined to 
be in need of mental health services pursu-
ant to assessments under subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(C) the inclusion of discharge plans for in-
carcerated juveniles determined to be in 
need of mental health services; and 

‘‘(D) requirements that all juveniles re-
ceiving psychotropic medication be under 
the care of a licensed mental health profes-
sional; 

On page 90, line 8, strike ‘‘(4)’’ and insert 
‘‘(5)’’. 

On page 90, line 17, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 
‘‘(6)’’. 

On page 91, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 
‘‘(7)’’. 

On page 91, line 11, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert 
‘‘(8)’’. 

On page 91, line 17, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert 
‘‘(9)’’. 

On page 91, line 22, strike ‘‘(9)’’ and insert 
‘‘(10)’’. 

On page 92, line 6, strike ‘‘(10)’’ and insert 
‘‘(11)’’. 

On page 92, line 16, strike ‘‘(11)’’ and insert 
‘‘(12)’’. 

On page 92, line 24, strike ‘‘(12)’’ and insert 
‘‘(13)’’. 

On page 93, line 5, strike ‘‘(13)’’ and insert 
‘‘(14)’’. 

On page 93, line 13, strike ‘‘(14)’’ and insert 
‘‘(15)’’. 

On page 93, line 17, strike ‘‘(15)’’ and insert 
‘‘(16)’’. 

On page 93, line 20, strike ‘‘(16)’’ and insert 
‘‘(17)’’. 

To reduce violent juvenile crime, promote ac-
countability by and rehabilitation of juve-
nile criminals, punish and deter violent 
gang crime, and for other purposes. 

On page 89, strike line 22 and all that fol-
lows through page 90, line 2. 

On page 90, line 3, strike ‘‘(3)’’ and insert 
‘‘(2)’’. 

On page 90, strike lines 8 through 16. 
On page 90, line 17, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 

‘‘(3)’’. 
On page 91, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 

‘‘(4)’’. 
On page 91, line 11, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert 

‘‘(5)’’. 
On page 91, line 17, strike ‘‘(8)’’ and insert 

‘‘(6)’’. 
On page 91, strike line 22 and all that fol-

lows through page 92, line 5. 
On page 92, line 6, strike ‘‘(10)’’ and insert 

‘‘(7)’’. 
On page 92, line 16, strike ‘‘(11)’’ and insert 

‘‘(8)’’. 
On page 92, line 24, strike ‘‘(12)’’ and insert 

‘‘(9)’’. 
On page 93, line 5, strike ‘‘(13)’’ and insert 

‘‘(10)’’. 
On page 93, line 13, strike ‘‘(14)’’ and insert 

‘‘(11)’’. 
On page 93, line 17, strike ‘‘(15)’’ and insert 

‘‘(12)’’. 
On page 93, line 19, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 93, line 20, strike ‘‘(16)’’ and insert 

‘‘(13)’’. 
On page 93, line 21, strike the period and 

insert a semicolon. 
On page 93, between lines 21 and 22, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(14) projects that use neighborhood courts 

or panels that increase victim satisfaction 
and require juveniles to make restitution, or 
perform community service, for the damage 
caused by their delinquent acts; 

‘‘(15) programs designed and operated to 
provide eligible offenders with an alternative 
to adjudication that emphasizes restorative 
justice; 

‘‘(16) projects that expand the use of proba-
tion officers— 

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders, including 
status offenders, to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to detention; 
and 

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation; and 

‘‘(17) projects that provide for initial in-
take screening, which may include drug test-
ing, of each juvenile taken into custody— 

‘‘(A) to determine the likelihood that such 
juvenile will commit a subsequent offense; 
and 

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate interventions 
to prevent such juvenile from committing 
subsequent offenses. 

On page 96, strike lines 9 and 10, and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(G) An assurance that of the grant funds 
remaining after administrative costs are de-
ducted consistent with subparagraph (A)— 

‘‘(i) not less than 80 percent shall be used 
for the purposes designated in paragraphs (1) 
through (13) of subsection (a); and 

‘‘(ii) not less than 20 percent shall be used 
for the purposes in paragraphs (14) through 
(17) of subsection (a). 

‘‘(H) Such other information as the Ad- 
* * * 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings— 

(1) The Nation’s highest priority should be 
to ensure that children begin school ready to 
learn. 

(2) New scientific research shows that the 
electrical activity of brain cells actually 
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changes the physical structure of the brain 
itself and that without a stimulating envi-
ronment, a baby’s brain will suffer. At birth, 
a baby’s brain contains 100,000,000,000 neu-
rons, roughly as many nerve cells as there 
are stars in the Milky Way, but the wiring 
pattern between these neurons develops over 
time. Children who play very little or are 
rarely touched develop brains that are 20 to 
30 percent smaller than normal for their age. 

(3) This scientific research also conclu-
sively demonstrates that enhancing chil-
dren’s physical, social, emotional, and intel-
lectual development will result in tremen-
dous benefits for children, families, and the 
Nation. 

(4) Since more than 50 percent of the moth-
ers of children under the age of 3 now work 
outside of the home, society must change to 
provide new supports so young children re-
ceive the attention and care that they need. 

(5) There are 12,000,000 children under the 
age of 3 in the United States today and 1 in 
4 lives in poverty. 

(6) Compared with most other industri-
alized countries, the United States has a 
higher infant mortality rate, a higher pro-
portion of low-birth weight babies, and a 
smaller proportion of babies immunized 
against childhood diseases. 

(7) National and local studies have found a 
strong link between— 

(A) lack of early intervention for children; 
and 

(B) increased violence and crime among 
youth. 

(8) The United States will spend more than 
$35,000,000,000 over the next 5 years on Fed-
eral programs for at-risk or delinquent 
youth and child welfare programs, which ad-
dress crisis situations that frequently could 
have been avoided or made much less severe 
through good early intervention for children. 

(9) Many local communities across the 
country have developed successful early 
childhood efforts and with additional re-
sources could expand and enhance opportuni-
ties for young children. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that Federal funding for early 
childhood development collaboratives should 
be a priority in the Federal budget for fiscal 
year 2000 and subsequent fiscal years. 

At the end of title IV, add the following: 

Subtitle ll—Safe School Security 
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Safe 
School Security Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll2. ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHOOL SECU-

RITY TECHNOLOGY CENTER. 

(a) SCHOOL SECURITY TECHNOLOGY CEN-
TER.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Attorney Gen-
eral, the Secretary of Education, and the 
Secretary of Energy shall enter into an 
agreement for the establishment at the 
Sandia National Laboratories, in partnership 
with the National Law Enforcement and Cor-
rections Technology Center—Southeast and 
the National Center for Rural Law Enforce-
ment, of a center to be known as the ‘‘School 
Security Technology Center’’. The School 
Security Technology Center shall be admin-
istered by the Attorney General. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.—The School Security Tech-
nology Center shall be a resource to local 
educational agencies for school security as-
sessments, security technology development, 
technology availability and implementation, 
and technical assistance relating to improv-
ing school security. The School Security 
Technology Center shall also conduct and 
publish research on school violence, coalesce 
data from victim groups, and monitor and 
report on schools that implement school se-
curity strategies. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

(1) $3,700,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $3,800,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
(3) $3,900,000 for fiscal year 2002. 

SEC. ll3. GRANTS FOR LOCAL SCHOOL SECU-
RITY PROGRAMS. 

Subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7111 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 4119. LOCAL SCHOOL SECURITY PRO-

GRAMS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From amounts 

appropriated under subsection (c), the Sec-
retary shall award grants on a competitive 
basis to local educational agencies to enable 
the agencies to acquire security technology 
for, or carry out activities related to improv-
ing security at, the middle and secondary 
schools served by the agencies, including ob-
taining school security assessments, and 
technical assistance, for the development of 
a comprehensive school security plan from 
the School Security Technology Center. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, a local edu-
cational agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application in such form and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require, including information relating 
to the security needs of the agency. 

‘‘(3) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to local educational agencies that dem-
onstrate the highest security needs, as re-
ported by the agency in the application sub-
mitted under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this 
part (other than this section) shall not apply 
to this section. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.’’. 
SEC. ll4. SAFE AND SECURE SCHOOL ADVISORY 

REPORT. 
Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation and the Secretary of Energy, or their 
designees, shall— 

(1) develop a proposal to further improve 
school security; and 

(2) submit that proposal to Congress. 
On page 29, insert between lines 5 and 6 the 

following: 
‘‘(24) provide assurances that— 
‘‘(A) any assistance provided under this 

Act will not cause the displacement (includ-
ing a partial displacement, such as a reduc-
tion in the hours of nonovertime work, 
wages, or employment benefits) of any cur-
rently employed employee; 

‘‘(B) activities assisted under this Act will 
not impair an existing collective bargaining 
relationship, contract for services, or collec-
tive bargaining agreement; and 

‘‘(C) no such activity that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall be undertaken with-
out the written concurrence of the labor or-
ganization involved;’’, 

Amend S. 254, Title III, Subtitle A, Title II, 
Section 205 Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
Challenge Grant Program: 

(a)(11) comprehensive juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention projects that meet 
the needs of juveniles through the collabora-
tion of the many local service systems juve-
niles encounter, including schools. 

On page 92, line 20, insert after ‘‘schools’’ 
the following: child abuse and neglect courts, 
law enforcement agencies, child protection 
agencies, mental health agencies, welfare 

services, health care agencies and private 
nonprofit agencies offering services to juve-
niles; 

(a)(15) family strengthening activities, 
such as mutual support groups for parents 
and their children; 

On page 93, line 19, insert after ‘‘children’’ 
the following: 

(16) adoptive parent recruitment activities tar-
geted at recruiting permanent adoptive families 
for older children and children with special 
needs in the foster care system who are at risk 
of entering the juvenile justice system; and 

(17) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency. 

(3) On page 93, strike lines 20–21. 
Section 273 is amended: 
On page 167, lines 23–26, and on page 168, 

lines 1–2: 
strike ‘‘The Administrator shall, by mak-

ing grants to and entering into contracts 
with local educational agencies (each of 
which agency shall be in partnership with a 
public or private agency, institution or busi-
ness), establish and support programs and 
activities for the purpose of implementing 
mentoring programs that’’, and insert, ‘‘The 
Administrator shall make grants to local 
education agencies and nonprofit organiza-
tions to establish and support programs and 
activities for the purpose of implementing 
mentoring programs that’’. 

On page 176, lines 14–16, Section 291(b)(7) is 
amended: 

Strike ‘‘$15 million shall be for programs 
under part F of this title, of which $3 million 
shall be for programs under section 279, and 
insert’’ * * * million shall be for programs 
under part F of this title, of which $3 million 
shall be for programs under section 279 and 
$3 million for programs under section 280.’’ 

On page 175, between lines 8–9, insert the 
following: 

(A) by inserting: 
SEC. 280. CAPACITY BUILDING. 

(a) MODEL PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
may make a grant to a qualified national or-
ganization with a proven history of pro-
viding one-to-one services for the purpose of 
expanding and replicating capacity building 
programs to reduce the incidence of juvenile 
crime and delinquency among at-risk youth. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW CAPACITY 
BUILDING PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
make 1 or more grants to national organiza-
tions with proven histories of providing one- 
to-one services for the purpose of expanding 
and replicating capacity building programs 
to reduce the incidence of juvenile crime and 
delinquency among at-risk youth. 

(2) MATCHING REQUIREMENT AND SOURCE OF 
MATCHING FUNDS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of a grant 
under this subsection may not exceed 50 per-
cent of the total cost of the programs funded 
by the grant. 

(B) SOURCE OF MATCH.—Matching funds for 
grants under this subsection must be derived 
from a private agency, institution or busi-
ness. 

At the end of the Title III, Juvenile Crime 
Control, Accountability, and Delinquency 
Prevention, add a new Subtitle as follows: 

Subtitle—. Parenting as Prevention 
SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act shall be cited as the Parenting as 
Prevention Act. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in consultation with the Attorney Gen-
eral, the Secretary of Education, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, and the Secretary of Defense shall 
establish a parenting support and education 
program as provided in sections 3, 4, and 5. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5627 May 19, 1999 
SEC. 3. NATIONAL PARENTING SUPPORT AND 

EDUCATION COMMISSION. 
(a) The Secretary of Health and Human 

Services shall establish a National Parenting 
Support and Education Commission (herein-
after referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’) to 
identify the best practices for parenting and 
to provide practical advice for parents and 
caregivers based on the best available re-
search data. She shall provide the Commis-
sion with necessary staff and other resources 
to fulfill its duties. 

(b) The Secretary shall appoint the Com-
mission after consultation with the cabinet 
members identified in section 2. The Com-
mission shall consist of the following mem-
bers— 

(1) an adolescent representative, 
(2) a parent representative, 
(3) an expert in brain research, 
(4) expert in child development, youth de-

velopment, early childhood education, pri-
mary education, and secondary education, 

(5) an expert in children’s mental health, 
(6) an expert on children’s health and nu-

trition, 
(7) an expert on child abuse prevention, di-

agnosis, and treatment, 
(8) a representative of parenting support 

programs, 
(9) a representative of parenting education, 
(10) a representative from law enforce-

ment, 
(11) an expert on firearm safety programs, 
(12) a representative from a non-profit or-

ganization that delivers services to children 
and their families which may include a faith 
based organization; and 

(13) such other representatives as the Sec-
retary deems necessary. 

(c) The Commission shall— 
(1) identify best parenting practices for 

parents and caregiving of your children on 
topics including but not limited to brain 
stimulation, developing healthy attach-
ments and social relationships, anger man-
agement and conflict resolution, character 
development, discipline, controlling access 
to television and other entertainment in-
cluding computers, firearms safety, mental 
health, health care and nutrition including 
breastfeeding, encouraging reading and life-
long learning habits, and recognition and 
treatment of developmental and behavioral 
problems; 

(2) identify best parenting practices of ado-
lescents and pre-adolescents on topics in-
cluding but not limited to methods of ad-
dressing peer pressure with respect to under-
age drinking, sexual relations, illegal drug 
use, and other negative behavior; developing 
healthy social and family relationships; ex-
ercising discipline; and controlling access to 
television and other entertainment including 
computers, video games, and movies; firearm 
safety; encouraging success in school; and 
other issues of concern to parents of adoles-
cents; 

(3) identify best parenting practices and re-
sources available for parents and caregivers 
of children with special needs including fetal 
alcohol syndrome, fetal alcohol effect, men-
tal illness, autism, retardation, learning dis-
abilities, behavioral disorders, chronic ill-
ness, and physical disabilities; and 

(4) review existing parenting support and 
education programs and the date evaluating 
them and make recommendations to the 
Secretary and the Congress on which are 
most effective and should receive federal 
support within 18 months of appointment. 

(d) PUBLIC HEARINGS AND TESTIMONY.—The 
Commission shall conduct four public hear-
ings, shall solicit and receive testimony 
from national experts and national organiza-
tions, shall conduct a comprehensive review 
of academic and other research literature, 
and shall seek information from the Gov-

ernors on existing brain development and 
parenting programs which have been most 
successful. 

(e) PUBLICATION OF MATERIALS.—If not oth-
erwise available, the Commission shall pre-
pare materials which may include written 
material, video, CDS, and other audio and 
visual material on best parenting practices 
and shall make them available for distribu-
tion to parents, caregivers, and others 
through state and local government pro-
grams, hospitals, maternity centers, and 
other health care providers, adoption agen-
cies, schools, public housing units, child care 
centers, and social service providers. If such 
materials are already available, the Commis-
sion may print, reproduce, and distribute 
such materials. 

(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Commis-
sion shall prepare and submit a report of its 
findings and recommendations to the Sec-
retary and the Congress no later than 18 
months after appointment. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS.—There is au-
thorized to be appropriated in fiscal year 2000 
such sums as may be necessary to support 
the work of the Commission and to produce 
and distribute the materials described in 
subsection (e). Such sum shall remain avail-
able until expended. Any fund appropriated 
pursuant to this section shall remain avail-
able until expended. 
SEC. 4. STATE AND LOCAL PARENTING SUPPORT 

AND EDUCATION GRANT PROGRAM. 
(a) STATE ALLOTMENTS.—The Secretary 

shall make allotments to eligible States to 
support parenting support and training pro-
grams. Each state shall receive an amount 
that bears the same relationship to the 
amount appropriated as the total number of 
children in the State bears to the total num-
ber in all States, but no state shall receive 
less one-half of one percent of the state allo-
cation. From the amounts provided to each 
state with Indian or Alaska Native popu-
lations exceeding two percent of its total 
statewide population, the Governor shall set 
aside two percent for Indian tribes as that 
term is defined in Section 4(e) of the Indian 
Self Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act (P.L. 93–638, as amended; 25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)) which shall be distributed based on 
the percentage of Indian children in each 
tribe except that with respect to Alaska, the 
funds shall be distributed to the non-profit 
entities described in section 419(4)(B) of the 
Social Security Act pursuant to section 103 
of Public Law 104–193 (110 Stat. 2159, 2160; 42 
U.S.C. 619(4)(B)) which shall be allocated 
based on the percentage of Alaska Native 
children in each region. 

(b) STATE PARENTING SUPPORT AND EDU-
CATION COUNCIL.—To be eligible to receive 
federal funding, the Governor of each state 
shall appoint a State Parenting Support and 
Education Council (hereinafter referred to as 
the ‘‘Council’’) which shall include parent 
representatives, representatives of the State 
government, bipartisan representation from 
the State Legislature, representatives from 
local communities, and interested children’s 
organizations, except that the Governor may 
designate an existing entity that includes 
such groups. The Council shall conduct a 
needs and resources assessment of parenting 
support and education programs in the State 
to determine where programs are lacking or 
inadequate and identify what additional pro-
grams are needed and which programs re-
quire additional resources. It shall consider 
the findings and recommendations of the 
Parenting Commission in making those de-
terminations. Upon completion of the assess-
ment, the Council may consider grant appli-
cations from the State to provide statewide 
programs, from local communities including 
schools, and from non-profit service pro-
viders including faith based organizations. 

(c) Grants may be made for— 
(1) Parenting support to promote early 

brain development and childhood develop-
ment and education including— 

(A) assistance to schools to offer classroom 
instruction on brain stimulation, child de-
velopment, and early childhood education; 

(B) distribution of materials developed by 
the Commission or another entity that re-
flect best parenting practices; 

(C) development and distribution of refer-
ral information on programs and services 
available to children and families at the 
local level, including eligibility criteria; 

(D) voluntary hospital visits for 
postpartum women and in home visits for 
families with infants, toddlers, or newly 
adopted children to provide hands on train-
ing and one on one instruction on brain 
stimulation, child development, and early 
childhood education; 

(E) parenting education programs includ-
ing training with respect to the best par-
enting practices identified in subsection (c); 

(2) Parenting Support for Adolescents and 
Youth including— 

(A) funds for services and support for par-
ents and other caregivers of young people 
being served by a range of education, social 
service, mental health, health, runaway and 
homeless youth programs. Programs may in-
clude the Boys and Girls Club, YMCA and 
YWCA, after school programs, 4–H programs, 
or other community based organizations. El-
igible activities may include parent-care-
giver support groups, peer support groups, 
parent education classes, seminars or discus-
sion groups on problems facing adolescents, 
advocates and mentors to help parents un-
derstand and work with schools, the courts, 
and various treatment programs. 

(3) Parenting Support and Education Re-
source Centers including— 

(A) development of parenting resource cen-
ters which may serve as a single point of 
contact for the provision of comprehensive 
services available to children and their fami-
lies including federal, state, and local gov-
ernmental and non-profit services available 
to children. Such services may include child 
care, respite care, pediatric care, child abuse 
prevention programs, nutrition programs, 
parent training, infant and child CPR and 
safety training programs, caregiver training 
and education, and other related programs. 

(B) a national toll free anonymous parent 
hotline with 24 hour a day consultation and 
advice including referral to local community 
based services; 

(C) respite care for parents with children 
with special needs, single mothers, and at- 
risk youth; 

(d) REPORTING.—Each entity that receives 
a grant under this section shall submit a re-
port every two years to the Council describ-
ing the program it has developed, the num-
ber of parents and children served, and the 
success of the program using specific per-
formance measures. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more than 
5 percent of the amounts received by a State 
may be used for the administrative expenses 
of the Council in implementing the grant 
program. 

(f) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Fund ap-
propriated pursuant to this section shall be 
used to supplement and not supplant other 
Federal, State, and local public funds ex-
pended for parenting support and education 
programs. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS.—There is au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums as are 
necessary for fiscal year 2000 and subsequent 
fiscal years. 
SEC. 5. GRANTS TO ADDRESS THE PROBLEM OF 

VIOLENCE RELATED STRESS TO 
PARENTS AND CHILDREN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that a 
child’s brain is wired between the ages of 0– 
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3. A child’s ability to learn, develop healthy 
family and social relationships, resist peer 
pressure, and control violent impulses de-
pends on the quality and quantity of brain 
stimulation he receives. Research shows that 
children exposed to negative brain stimula-
tion in the form of physical and sexual abuse 
and violence in the family or community 
causes the brain to be miswired making it 
difficult for the child to be successful in life. 
Intervention early in a child’s life to correct 
the miswiring is much more successful than 
adult rehabilitation efforts. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
award grants, enter into contracts or cooper-
ative agreements to public and non-profit 
private entities, as well as to Indian tribes, 
Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Native non- 
profit corporations to establish national and 
regional centers of excellence on psycho-
logical trauma response and to identify the 
best practices for treating psychiatric and 
behavioral disorders resulting from children 
witnessing or experiencing such stress. 

(c) PRIORITIES.—In awarding grants, con-
tracts or cooperative agreements under sub-
section (a) related to the identifying best 
practices for treating disorders associated 
with psychological trauma, the Secretary 
shall give priority to programs that work 
with children, adolescents, adults, and fami-
lies who are survivors and witnesses of child 
abuse, domestic, school, and community vio-
lence, and disasters. 

(d) GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that grants, contracts, or 
cooperative agreements under subsection (a) 
with respect to centers of excellence are dis-
tributed equitably among the regions of the 
country and among urban and rural areas. 

(e) EVALUATION.—The Secretary shall re-
quire that each applicant for a grant, con-
tract or cooperative agreement under sub-
section (a) submit a plan as part of his appli-
cation for the rigorous evaluation of the ac-
tivities funded under the grant, contract or 
agreement, including both process and out-
comes evaluation, and the submission of an 
evaluation at the end of the project period. 

(f) DURATION OF AWARDS.—With respect to 
a grant, contract or cooperative agreement 
under this section, the period during which 
payments under such an award will be made 
to the recipient may not be less than 3 years. 
Such grants, contract or agreement may be 
renewed. 

(g) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, the 
General Accounting Office shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate 
and the Committee on Commerce of the 
House of Representatives a report con-
cerning whether individuals are covered for 
post-traumatic stress disorders under public 
and private health plans, and the course of 
treatment, if any, that is covered. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion fiscal year 2000 and subsequent fiscal 
years. 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 364 

Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, and Mr. DURBIN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 254, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 129, strike lines 6 through 14, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(24) address juvenile delinquency preven-
tion efforts and system improvement efforts 
designed to reduce, without establishing or 
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the 

disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of racial minority groups who come into 
contact with the juvenile justice system. 

McCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 365 

Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 254, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON PROMOTING VIOLENCE 

ON FEDERAL PROPERTY. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—A Federal department 

or agency that— 
(1) considers a request from an individual 

or entity for the use of any property, facil-
ity, equipment, or personnel of the depart-
ment or agency, or for any other cooperation 
from the department or agency, to film a 
motion picture or television production for 
commercial purposes; and 

(2) makes a determination as to whether 
granting a request described in paragraph (1) 
is consistent with— 

(A) United States policy; 
(B) the mission or interest of the depart-

ment or agency; or 
(C) the public interest; 

shall not grant such a request without con-
sidering whether such motion picture or tel-
evision production glorifies or endorses wan-
ton and gratuitous violence. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to— 

(1) any bona fide newsreel or news tele-
vision production; or 

(2) any public service announcement. 

SMITH (AND JEFFORDS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 366 

Mr. LOTT (for Mr. SMITH of Oregon 
for himself and Mr. JEFFORDS) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 254 supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . PROVISIONS RELATING TO PAWN AND 

OTHER GUN TRANSACTIONS. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the repeal of paragraph (1) and 
amendment of paragraph (2) made by sub-
section (c) with the heading ‘‘Provision Re-
lating to Pawn and Other Transactions’’ of 
section 4 of the title with the heading ‘‘Gen-
eral Firearms Provisions’’ shall be null and 
void. 

(b) COMPLIANCE—Except as to the State 
and local planing and zoning requirements 
for a licensed premises as provided in sub-
paragraph (D), a special licensee shall be 
subject to all the provisions of this chapter 
applicable to dealers, including, but not lim-
ited to, the performance of an instant back-
ground check. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a full committee hearing has been 
scheduled before the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, May 27, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of this hearing is to con-
sider the nomination of David L. 

Goldwyn to be an Assistant Secretary 
for International Affairs at the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

For further information, please con-
tact David Dye of the Committee staff 
at (202) 224–0624. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be permitted to 
meet Wednesday, May 19, 1999 begin-
ning at 10 a.m. in room SH–215, to con-
duct a markup. 

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, May 19, 1999 at 9:30 
a.m. to conduct a hearing on S. 613, 
that Indian Tribal Economic Develop-
ment and Contract Encouragement Act 
of 1999, and S. 614, the Indian Tribal 
Regulatory Reform and Business De-
velopment Act of 1999. The hearing will 
be held in room 485 of the Russell Sen-
ate Office Building. 

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, May 19, 1999 at 2 
p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters. 

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 19, for purposes of 
conducting a Full Committee business 
meeting which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this business 
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business. (See Attached) 

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO ALLAN 
‘‘BUD’’ SELIG, COMMISSIONER OF 
MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
commend Mr. Allan ‘‘Bud’’ Selig for his 
tireless efforts to make the recent 
baseball series between the Cuban Na-
tional Team and the Baltimore Orioles 
a reality. Not only did this series bring 
together teams from two nations with 
a great love of baseball, but it bridged 
a gap between two peoples who share a 
great deal in common. 
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Baseball is often called the ‘‘Amer-

ican Pastime,’’ and with good reason. 
Few events are greater harbingers of 
the coming of summer than the first 
pitches in ball parks around the coun-
try. Millions of parents across this na-
tion carve time out of their days to 
teach their child how to throw a base-
ball or to coach a little league team. 
And millions of American children 
count their first baseball glove among 
their most treasured possessions. 

Baseball, however, is not only an 
American tradition. Rather, it is treas-
ured with equal fervor and excitement 
by Cubans less than 100 miles from our 
shore. There, too, baseball is the na-
tional pastime. Countless Cuban and 
American children play little league 
baseball with visions of a future in the 
major leagues. Just as Americans ea-
gerly count down to opening day, Cu-
bans anticipate the first pitch of a new 
season with a mix of anticipation and 
excitement. 

Not only do Cubans and Americans 
share their deep love of baseball, they 
also both play the game with great 
skill. Indeed, some of America’s finest 
players hail from Cuba. 

In spite of this close connection, 
however, politics has kept American 
and Cuban teams from visiting each 
other’s stadiums for nearly four dec-
ades. This artificial separation re-
mained intact until this spring when 
the Cuban National Team hosted the 
Baltimore Orioles in Havana. That 
game marked the opening day, not just 
of a two game home-and-home series, 
but hopefully of a new season in the re-
lationship between two of the world’s 
greatest lovers of baseball. 

The series, which continued in Balti-
more this month, would never have 
come about if it were not for the cour-
age and dedication of Bud Selig. His ef-
forts succeeded where those of hun-
dreds of diplomats and politicians have 
failed: he managed to bring the Cuban 
and American people together to cele-
brate the game they love so dearly. 

I recognize that the process of ar-
ranging these two games was rarely 
easy. At times, it seemed that the 
opening pitch would remain forever out 
of reach. Yet, Mr. Selig persisted and 
brought the two teams closest to our 
capitals—and their fans—together for 
two historic games. Our nation should 
be proud of and grateful to Mr. Selig 
for his efforts and look forward to addi-
tional contact between the Cuban and 
American peoples, both on and off the 
baseball diamond.∑ 

f 

I LOVE AMERICA DAY 

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of Fulton, Mis-
souri’s ‘‘I Love America Day.’’ Several 
years ago, the faculty of McIntire Ele-
mentary school became concerned that 
many of the students did not have a 
true sense of patriotism and national 
pride. What started out at one elemen-
tary school has spread to a com-
munitywide celebration. Each year 

they highlight all levels of government 
and place special emphasis on pride in 
the flag. This year’s celebration will 
include a presentation of the colors by 
the VFW flag team, a twenty-one gun 
salute, taps to honor those lost in serv-
ice, presentations by the VFW, Mayor 
Craghead, and others, and a special 
demonstration by the Army’s Golden 
Knights parachute team. As you can 
see, Mr. President, this event has 
grown into a wonderful day of activi-
ties that will enrich the sense of patri-
otism not only in our youth, but also 
in the entire community. I commend 
the organizers of ‘‘I Love America 
Day’’ for the wonderful example they 
set for Missouri and the entire coun-
try.∑ 

f 

HONORING FEDERAL RESERVE 
CHALLENGE WINNERS 

∑ Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate five outstanding 
High School students from University 
School at Milwaukee. Working as a 
team, these five students were recently 
named national champions of the 1999 
Federal Reserve Challenge. 

Mary Broydrick, Michelle Hill, Day 
Manoli, Nick Nielsen, all seniors, and 
Gus Fuldner, a junior, each received a 
$10,000 scholarship for their presen-
tation on monetary policy. The team 
was coached by John Stephens, a 
teacher at University School for 41 
years. In addition, the school received 
a $40,000 grant to develop an economics 
lab. 

Their winning presentation included 
countless hours researching economic 
and monetary policy. Making rec-
ommendations based on their findings, 
the team was asked a series of grueling 
questions by Federal Reserve officials. 

We are all extremely proud of our 
students from University School. They 
must be applauded for a job well done.∑ 

TRIBUTE TO ILA MARIE GOODEY 
∑ Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
just like to take a moment to pay trib-
ute to Ila Marie Goodey of Logan, 
Utah. I have just learned that Ila 
passed away on Saturday. 

Ila was a tireless and effective advo-
cate for individuals with disabilities 
and served as an early and active mem-
ber of my Utah Advisory Committee on 
Disability Policy. I have always appre-
ciated her counsel on these issues. 

In particular, she believed in inde-
pendence and self-sufficiency, and she 
directed as much of her energy to as-
sisting others to reach this goal as she 
did to helping herself. She served as 
the first chairperson of the Utah As-
sistive Technology Program Manage-
ment and Implementation Board. This 
consumer-responsive, interagency pro-
gram has been hailed nationwide as a 
model for other programs of its kind. 

I know that her friends and col-
leagues at Utah State University and 
among the disability community in my 
state will mourn her loss. But, I also 
know that they, as I do, appreciate all 
that she has contributed. There can be 

no doubt that Ila has made a real 
difference.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO STAFF SERGEANT 
ANDREW RAMIREZ 

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor Staff Sergeant An-
drew Ramirez who has served his coun-
try with bravery and valor. For Ser-
geant Ramirez, a resident of East Los 
Angeles, public service runs in the fam-
ily—his brother is a detective with the 
Los Angeles Police Department. 

On March 31, 1999, Sergeant Ramirez 
was taken as a prison of war by the 
Yugoslavia Army while he was serving 
as part of a U.S. Army detachment as-
signed to a U.N. monitoring force pa-
trolling Yugoslavia’s southern border. 
Sergeant Ramirez was part of the 4th 
Cavalry Regiment of the 1st Infantry 
Division based in Wurzburg, Germany. 
He had arrived in Macedonia in early 
March to relieve another contingent. 

I cannot begin to imagine the terror 
experienced by Sergeant Ramirez and 
his fellow soldiers, Christopher J. 
Stone and Steven M. Gonzales, when 
they were surrounded, and under heavy 
fire, taken as prisoners of war. 

Just a few days later, the soldiers 
were shown on Serbian television, bat-
tered and bruised. It is a picture that 
every mother hopes she will never see. 
It is a picture that every American 
hoped was not true. But, it was true, 
and these three men paid a dear price 
of over a month in captivity. They did 
not know what fate would befall them 
and if they were ever going to see their 
families again. 

During the past weeks, Kosovo has 
witnessed carnage and bloodshed un-
seen in Europe for almost fifty years. 
These events are the culmination of a 
decade-long campaign of terror and 
bloodshed in the Balkans—and it has 
created a refugee crisis unparalleled in 
recent years. 

Sergeant Ramirez was in Yugoslavia 
because his country asked him to go. 
He was there to protect our promise 
that the civilized world will never 
again do nothing in the face of geno-
cide, ethnic cleansing, mass rape and 
rampant violence to thousands of inno-
cent people. If the most powerful alli-
ance in the world fails to stop ethnic 
cleansing, it will send a green light to 
every tyrant and dictator with similar 
intentions that they can do the same, 
and that the world community will be 
unable or unwilling to muster the re-
solve to stop it. 

None of these words would mean any-
thing without individuals like Ser-
geant Anthony Ramirez. He is the tru-
est of patriots—the bravest of the 
brave. Our country is forever indebted 
to him, and there are not words nor 
deeds that could every repay his dedi-
cated service—or that of his family. He 
is a testament to the human spirit that 
keeps the light of peace and human 
freedoms alive. 

Sergeant Ramirez, we thank you, we 
honor you, and we are so very, very 
glad that you are home.∑ 
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MONTANA RAIL LINK 

∑ Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, today an 
award ceremony for one of the nation’s 
best and brightest short line railroads, 
was held to honor Montana Rail Link’s 
safety record. Montana Rail Link, com-
monly referred to as MRL, offers essen-
tial and competitive freight service to 
a large number of customers along 
Montana’s Southern rail line from Bil-
lings to Sandpoint, Idaho. 

MRL was honored today by being 
awarded the E.H. Hariman Memorial 
award. This award is specifically des-
ignated to recognize railroad safety 
improvement. Working on the railroad 
is not like having a desk job. It’s not a 
job for the timid—it’s a job where hard 
work and plenty of sweat are part of 
everyday tasks. 

Each year, it is tragically inevitable 
that railroad employees are involved in 
accidents which can result in serious 
injury or even death. With the recep-
tion of this award, it is very apparent 
that MRL places a significant value on 
the safety of their employees. As a 
Montanan, I am relieved to see that a 
Montana railroad is the recipient of 
this award. Montana railroads have a 
long and colorful history in the estab-
lishment of our state. And I have 
friends that work on the railroad. 

Montanans are very dependent on 
this rail transportation. We are de-
pendent on this competitive alter-
native. As many are aware, I have in-
troduced legislation that will help to 
assure the nation’s shippers of com-
petitive rail access. It is my intent to 
not only create free-market competi-
tion in the rail industry, I would also 
like to improve service of the nation’s 
Class 1 railroads. 

I’ve heard from many Montanans 
about the importance of rail car avail-
ability and affordability. The nation’s 
rail system is dominated by four large 
behemoths of railroads. In Montana, 
those railroads are the target of much 
criticism based on their pricing and 
contractual practices. 

It is the short lines that help to bal-
ance out the public’s perception of rail-
roads. In Montana, MRL has been 
hailed as a very reliable transportation 
alternative. MRL has also been hailed 
with this award today. 

You’ve all heard me make a reference 
to Montana’s vast distances—from cor-
ner to corner, the distance from Alzaka 
to Yaak, Montana is equivalent to the 
distance from Washington, D.C. to Chi-
cago, Illinois. I’m sure my colleagues 
will agree with me, especially when 
you consider the variance in terrain we 
are faced with in our state. Pulling a 
train over multiple mountain passes in 
the dead of winter can be a daunting 
task. 

In Montana, we value good, honest, 
quality service. MRL is very much an 
example of what is best about Mon-
tana.∑ 

TRIBUTE TO RUSSELL BERRIE and 
DR. ROBERT A. SCOTT 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Russell 
Berrie and Dr. Robert A. Scott, two of 
New Jersey’s leaders in business and 
education, on the occasion of their 
third annual ‘‘Making A Difference 
Awards’’ program. 

Mr. President, Russ and Robert have 
made tremendous philanthropic and 
humanitarian contributions to my 
state of New Jersey. In 1997, they 
joined together through the Russell 
Berrie Foundation to create the ‘‘Mak-
ing A Difference Awards,’’ which honor 
unsung heroes of New Jersey for acts of 
unusual heroism, extraordinary com-
munity service or lifetime achieve-
ment. 

Much like the award recipients, Russ 
Berrie has devoted a lifetime to help-
ing others. Thirty-six years ago, he 
founded RUSS Berrie and Company, In-
corporated, which develops and distrib-
utes more than 6,000 gift products to 
retailers worldwide. Its diverse range 
of products include stuffed animals, 
baby gifts, picture frames, candles, 
figurines, and home decor gifts. Russ’ 
company, headquartered in Oakland, 
NJ, grosses annual sales of $270 million 
and has been listed on the New York 
Stock Exchange since 1984. 

Recently, Fortune Magazine named 
Russ one of its ‘‘Forty Most Generous 
Americans,’’ and Russ has been recog-
nized by many organizations for his 
strong commitment to education, 
health care and interreligious affairs. 
Russ’ Foundation promotes his values, 
passions, and ideas through investment 
in innovative ideas and by supporting 
individuals who make a meaningful dif-
ference in the lives of others. 

Robert also has made a positive im-
pact on the world around him. He cur-
rently is the president of Ramapo Col-
lege, New Jersey’s leading liberal arts 
school, serving over 5,000 under-
graduate and graduate students from 
over 20 states and 50 nations. Thanks 
to Robert, the college has named its 
soon-to-open center for performing and 
visual arts after Russ and his wife, An-
gelica. What an honor! 

Mr. President, I am pleased today to 
honor my good friends Russ and Robert 
for their work in honoring the unsung 
heroes of New Jersey. We are indebted 
to them for their service. I am happy 
to join them in honoring this year’s 
three winners of the ‘‘Making A Dif-
ference Award’’—Beverly Turner, of 
Irvington, who lives with muscular 
dystrophy, for devoting her time caring 
to children with special needs. James 
C. Joiner, founder of the Rescuing 
Inner Sity Kids (RISK), for dedicating 
his time, skill, and spirit to working 
with inner-city children to instill in 
them the desire to better themselves 
and the people around them. Finally, 
Frederick ‘‘Freddie’’ Hoffman, of River 
Edge, for dedicating the last ten years 
of his life to raising money for the Leu-
kemia Foundation. I also would like to 
recognize the 14 finalists: Douglas A. 

Berrian, Mr. and Mrs. William Clutter, 
Sister June Favata, Kathleen Garcia, 
Adam and Blair Hornstine, Sylvia 
Jackson, Jeff Macaulay, Jim McClos-
key, Eddie Mulrow, Thomas O’Leary, 
Barry Lee Petty, Michael Ricciardone, 
Richard J. Ward, and Dr. and Mrs. Rob-
ert Zufall. 

Mr. President, I congratulate all of 
the honorees for unselfishly giving of 
themselves. They have proven to their 
family, to their friends, and to their 
communities that this honor is well-de-
served.∑ 

f 

ADMIRAL BUD NANCE 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Admiral Bud 
Nance, chief of staff of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, who passed away 
last week after many years of devoted 
service to the country he loved. 

As a former member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, and someone 
who had the privilege of knowing and 
working with Bud, I can honestly say I 
have not met a finer person. A man 
deeply devoted to the ideals for which 
this country stands, he conducted him-
self with honor and integrity in all 
that he did. And he had an uncommon 
humility and kindness that will be re-
membered by all those fortunate to 
have met him. 

With 41 years in the Navy, service 
under both the Nixon and Reagan Ad-
ministrations, and a direct role in 
SALT II talks, Bud had already 
achieved a lifetime of accomplishments 
even before he was urged by his long-
time friend, Senator HELMS, to assume 
the role of chief of staff at the Foreign 
Relations Committee. As with every-
thing else he did, Bud flourished in 
that position, bringing his invaluable 
years of experience and knowledge to 
the Senate. He was a sure and steady 
hand at the helm of the Committee, 
and his remarkable spirit has left an 
indelible mark on all of us. 

Theodore Roosevelt once said that 
‘‘the credit belongs to the man who is 
actually in the arena—whose face is 
marred by dust and sweat and blood 
. . . a leader who knows the great 
enthusiams, the great devotions and 
spends himself in a worthy cause . . .’’ 
Admiral Bud Nance was just such a 
man, and today our thoughts are with 
his wife, Mary, and Bud’s entire family 
as they mourn the passing of their be-
loved husband, father, and grandfather. 
We are also thinking of Senator HELMS 
at this saddest of times, as he grieves 
for the loss of one of his oldest and 
dearest friends. 

Again, I want express my profound 
sadness on the loss of this great Amer-
ican, who was a patriot in life and 
whose legacy will never be forgotten by 
a grateful nation.∑ 

f 

THE JEWISH COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
OF METROPOLITAN DETROIT 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Jewish 
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Community Council of Metropolitan 
Detroit, which is celebrating its 60th 
anniversary on May 23, 1999. 

The Jewish Community Council 
brings together more than 200 Jewish 
community organizations under one 
umbrella, enabling the community to 
act in a unified way on issues of shared 
interest and concern. The Council’s ac-
tivities include building partnerships 
between people of different faiths and 
ethnic backgrounds, working to 
strengthen Metropolitan Detroit’s Jew-
ish community, and providing informa-
tion to state and federal legislators 
about important issues. 

The people of Metropolitan Detroit 
have always been able to count on the 
Jewish Community Council for assist-
ance. The Council administers an an-
nual food drive conducted by a broad- 
based coalition of community organi-
zations, provides volunteers to an 
interfaith effort to revitalize economi-
cally distressed areas of the City of De-
troit, and has fought to restore food 
stamps for legal immigrants. 

One of the Council’s most impressive 
achievements is its continuing effort to 
build bridges between people of dif-
ferent backgrounds. Some of the pro-
grams sponsored by the Council include 
the Detroit/Israel Student Exchange 
and Seeds of Peace program. The De-
troit/Israel Student Exchange sends 
Detroit Public School students to 
Israel, and the students subsequently 
host Israeli teens at their homes in De-
troit. Seeds of Peace is an innovative 
program which works to achieve last-
ing peace in the Middle East by bring-
ing together Arab and Israeli teenagers 
at a summer camp in Maine with daily 
conflict-resolution sessions led by pro-
fessional American, Arab and Israeli 
facilitators. The Council also works 
with other ethnic communities to wel-
come new immigrants to Michigan and 
to provide swearing-in ceremonies for 
new American citizens. 

As I travel across America and too 
often see people disconnected from 
each other, I am more and more cer-
tain that the strong sense of commu-
nity in the Jewish community is a pil-
lar of our strength and an essential 
path to our well-being. The Jewish 
community comes together to educate 
our young, house our seniors, take care 
of immigrants, and provide culture and 
recreation. I watched this sense of 
community with wonder when I was a 
boy and I see it with great pride as a 
man. This deeply felt sense of commu-
nity—of being part of something larger 
than our individual selves— is a vital 
part of who we are. 

The Jewish Community Council 
serves as the ‘‘public face’’ of this ex-
traordinary community and I know my 
colleagues will join me in offering con-
gratulations on its 60th anniversary, 
and in wishing the Council continued 
success in the future.∑ 

TRIBUTE TO ANDY MARTEL OF 
MANCHESTER, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to pay tribute 
to Andy Martel for leading the fight to 
save Catholic Medical Center in Man-
chester. His efforts have been inspira-
tional and steadfast. 

Andy was highly active in the preser-
vation of Catholic Medical Center. 
There were plans to eliminate this im-
portant landmark in Manchester. The 
Center was having a difficult time pre-
serving itself. Andy took it upon him-
self to save this acute-care hospital. He 
has tirelessly sought quality health 
care for the people of New Hampshire. 

His efforts included organizing con-
cerned citizens, raising funds, and 
heightening awareness about the plans 
to close the hospital. He became over-
whelmingly cheerful and dedicated to 
the battle. The largest reason for the 
hospital’s preservation was Andy’s ef-
forts. 

Andy has been a valued member of 
the Manchester community for many 
years. He has volunteered in many po-
litical campaigns, been active in his 
church, and served in public office him-
self. He served as a State Representa-
tive in Ward 9 of Manchester. He has 
been committed to grassroots style 
representation and has been an asset to 
the legislation of New Hampshire. 

As a fellow Catholic, I thank him for 
his dedication to our church. As a cit-
izen of New Hampshire, I thank him for 
his public service and volunteerism. As 
a Senator, I thank him for all he has 
done to make New Hampshire a better 
State. 

Once again, I commend Andy for his 
work on the Catholic Medical Center 
and for all his efforts. I wish him the 
best of luck in the future. It is an 
honor to represent him in the United 
States Senate.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MEG GREENFIELD 

∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr President, 
Washington recently lost something al-
together too precious —a sharp intel-
lect that put policy above politics and 
sound reasoning above political pos-
turing. When Meg Greenfield passed 
away last week, the Nation lost a 
thoughtful and honest voice that cut 
through the tangle of Washington rhet-
oric, telling us what mattered, what 
didn’t, and what was sometimes down-
right ridiculous about politics in the 
nation’s capitol. 

From her position as a masterful edi-
tor of the Post’s editorial and opinion 
pages to her role as an unfailingly in-
sightful columnist for Newsweek, Meg 
Greenfield offered us her keen mind, 
her sharp wit, and her knack for giving 
readers the straight story. 

That kind of talent is rare, and more 
than that it is essential in a world 
where facts too often exist only to bol-
ster a partisan argument, and where 
truth is a question of spin. Meg Green-
field helped us see past the spin to the 

story, and for that we are deeply grate-
ful. She will be sorely missed.∑ 

f 

HONORING THE WESTPORT VOLUN-
TEER EMERGENCY MEDICAL 
SERVICE ON ITS 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, for twenty 
years, the Westport Volunteer Emer-
gency Medical Service has been a life-
line for thousands of people in need of 
emergency medical assistance in the 
state of Connecticut. Since 1979, the 
WVEMS has provided the residents of 
Westport and the surrounding commu-
nities with caring and professional 
medical services, and it gives me great 
pleasure to congratulate them on their 
20th anniversary. 

A division of the Westport Police De-
partment, the WVEMS was created to 
respond to the increasing number of 
calls for emergency assistance in the 
area. This group of 140 dedicated volun-
teers serve as EMT’s, crew chiefs, and 
support personnel who, in the last year 
alone, contributed over 23,000 hours of 
patient care. Their expertise and expe-
rience have helped thousands of people 
by providing medical training, safety 
coverage at town and athletic events, 
and offering public courses in areas 
such as first aid, CPR, blood pressure 
clinics, and safe driving classes. 

It is remarkable to note that while 
providing efficient, quality care to the 
residents of Westport, the WVEMS re-
lies solely on private donations and 
fundraising to purchase its equipment, 
supplies, emergency vehicles, uniforms, 
and protective clothing. Volunteers 
have taken on this additional responsi-
bility and the extra hours to ensure 
that their services remain available to 
anyone in need. They have made reli-
able emergency medical response a 
standard in many communities and 
have proven that emergency care is a 
vital component of the safety of our 
cities and towns. 

The ongoing success of the Westport 
Volunteer Emergency Medical Service 
is most evident in the nearly two dozen 
new students that receive training by 
the group’s own personnel each year. 
Working in conjunction with area hos-
pitals and local physicians, the 
WVEMS and its volunteers have earned 
the highest marks in state examina-
tions while also having members serv-
ing on state and regional EMS coun-
cils. Moreover, volunteers have found 
their work so fulfilling that many have 
gone on to further their medical train-
ing and education as a full-time career. 

What truly sets the Westport Volun-
teer Emergency Medical Service apart 
is the level of commitment and con-
cern its members have shown for peo-
ple in need. In situations that can 
often be emotional, chaotic, and dan-
gerous, these men and women put the 
welfare of others first in order to calm 
fears and provide lifesaving care. Mem-
bers are on standby twenty-four hours 
a day and, in many cases, are the first 
ones on the scene of an accident. It is 
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their quick thinking and skills that ul-
timately save lives. 

The city of Westport and the state of 
Connecticut owe these selfless public 
servants many thanks for the lives 
that they save and the outstanding 
care that they provide. I hope that oth-
ers across the country will take the 
time to acknowledge the tireless ef-
forts of the men and women within 
their own communities who are avail-
able day and night to respond to their 
emergency medical needs. 

Mr. President, at this time, I would 
like to recognize those members of the 
Westport Volunteer Emergency Med-
ical Service who have volunteered 
countless hours for the past twenty 
years to provide outstanding emer-
gency assistance and who continue to 
pass on their medical knowledge to fu-
ture generations of caregivers: Edwin 
Audley, Elizabeth Audley, Patricia 
Audley, Sharon Barnett, Russell Blair, 
Susan DeWitt, Michael Feigin, Richard 
Frazier, Neil Harding, Thomas Keenan, 
Lynne Minsky, Kathleen Todd, Alan 
Yoder, Isabel Blair, Alan Stolz, 
Pasquale Salvo, William Carrick, Peter 
Ziehl, Jay Paretzky, Nancy Gale, Ger-
ald Randy Monroe, Barbara Potter, and 
April Anne Yoder.∑ 

f 

APPOINTMENTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d–276g, as 
amended, appoints the following Sen-
ators as members of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Canada-U.S. Inter-
parliamentary Group during the First 
Session of the 106 Congress, to be held 
in Quebec City, Canada, May 20–24, 
1999: 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY); 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE); 

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE); 
The Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 

GRAMS); 
The Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINO-

VICH); and 
The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 

AKAKA). 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 20, 
1999 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on 
Thursday, May 20. I further ask that on 
Thursday, immediately following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, and the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day. I further ask that 
the Senate then immediately resume 
the juvenile justice bill under the pre-
vious consent order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. NICKLES. For the information of 
all Senators, the Senate will convene 
at 9:30 a.m. and immediately resume 
debate on the juvenile justice bill. 
Under the order, following 60 minutes 
of debate, the Senate will proceed to 
two consecutive votes. The first vote 
will be in relation to Senator SMITH’s 
amendment on pawnshops, to be fol-
lowed by a vote in relation to the Lau-
tenberg amendment. Additional 
amendments are expected; therefore, 
votes will occur throughout the day 
and evening, with the expectation of 
completing the juvenile justice bill 
during Thursday’s session. In addition, 
the Senate will consider the emergency 
supplemental appropriations con-
ference report on Thursday; therefore, 
all Members can anticipate a vote with 
respect to that conference report on to-
morrow as well. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:13 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, May 20, 1999, 
at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 19, 1999: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 1552 AND 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. EDWARD W. ROSENBAUM (RETIRED), 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN A. BRADLEY, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. GERALD P. FITZGERALD, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. EDWARD J. MECHENBIER, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. ALLAN R. POULIN, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. LARRY L. TWITCHELL, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COL. THOMAS L. CARTER, 0000 
COL. RICHARD C. COLLINS, 0000 
COL. JOHN M. FABRY, 0000 
COL. HUGH H. FORSYTHE, 0000 
COL. MICHAEL F. GJEDE, 0000 
COL. LEON A. JOHNSON, 0000 
COL. HOWARD A. MC MAHAN, 0000 
COL. DOUGLAS S. METCALF, 0000 
COL. BERNARD J. PIECZYNSKI, 0000 
COL. JOSE M. PORTELA, 0000 
COL. PETER K. SULLIVAN, 0000 
COL. DAVID H. WEBB, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADES INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. ARCHIE J. BERBERIAN II, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. VERNA D. FAIRCHILD, 0000 
BRIG. GEN. DANIEL J. GIBSON, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COL. GEORGE C. ALLEN II, 0000 
COL. ROGER E. COMBS, 0000 
COL. MICHAEL A. CUSHMAN, 0000 
COL. THOMAS N. EDMONDS, 0000 
COL. JARED P. KENNISH, 0000 
COL. PAUL S. KIMMEL, 0000 
COL. VIRGIL W. LLOYD, 0000 
COL. ALEXANDER T. MAHON, 0000 
COL. MARVIN S. MAYES, 0000 

COL. DAVID E. MC CUTCHIN, 0000 
COL. CALVIN L. MORELAND, 0000 
COL. MARK R. MUSICK, 0000 
COL. JOHN D. RICE, 0000 
COL. ROBERT O. SEIFERT, 0000 
COL. LAWRENCE A. SITTIG, 0000 
COL. JAMES M. SKIFF, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. DONALD L. KERRICK, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. CHARLES S. MAHAN, JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADES INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JAMES M. COLLINS, JR., 0000 
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT W. SMITH III, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COL. DENNIS J. LAICH, 0000 
COL. ROBERT B. OSTENBERG, 0000 
COL. RONALD D. SILVERMAN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

ROBERT E. ARMBRUSTER, JR., 0000 
RAYMOND D. BARRETT, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH L. BERGANTZ, 0000 
WILLIAM L. BOND, 0000 
COLBY M. BROADWATER III, 0000 
RICHARD A. CODY, 0000 
JOHN M. CURRAN, 0000 
DELL L. DAILEY, 0000 
JOHN J. DEYERMOND, 0000 
LARRY J. DODGEN, 0000 
JAMES M. DUBIK, 0000 
JAMES J. GRAZIOPLENE, 0000 
RICHARD A. HACK, 0000 
RUSSEL L. HONORE, 0000 
RODERICK J. ISLER, 0000 
TERRY E. JUSKOWIAK, 0000 
GEOFFREY C. LAMBERT, 0000 
JAMES J. LOVELACE, JR., 0000 
WADE H. MC MANUS, JR., 0000 
WILLIAM H. RUSS, 0000 
WALTER L. SHARP, 0000 
TONEY STRICKLIN, 0000 
JOHN R. VINES, 0000 
ROBERT W. WAGNER, 0000 
CRAIG B. WHELDEN, 0000 
R. STEVEN WHITCOMB, 0000 
ROBERT WILSON, 0000 
JOSEPH L. YAKOVAC, JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES 
ARMY MEDICAL CORPS (MC), MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
(MS), AND NURSE CORPS (AN) AND FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT (IDENTIFIED BY AN ASTERISK (*)) UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531, 624, 628, AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

MICHAEL R. COLLYER, 0000 MS 
*WAYNE T. FRANK, 0000 MC 
*SONJA M. THOMPSON, 0000 MC 

To be major 

EVELYN M. DINGLE, 0000 MS 
KEITH D. KIZZIE, 0000 MS 
DAVID P. O’DONNELL, 0000 MC 
RENEE M. PONCE, 0000 AN 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CARLTON W. FULFORD, JR., 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be admiral 

VICE ADM. VERNON E. CLARK, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be captain 

THEODORE H. BROWN, 0000 
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THE COURTS THWART THE EPA’S
POWER GRAB

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, many of us
voiced serious concern when the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency approved strict
new NAAQs standards affecting ozone and
particulate matter levels. We warned that EPA
was not basing the standards on good
science, and indeed questioned whether the
agency was running amok. This issue was of
particular importance in my home state of
Ohio, which faced billions of dollars in compli-
ance costs with little prospect of any real ben-
efit to human health and the environment. In
a vindication, these rules have now been over-
turned by an appeals court. I commend the
following Wall Street Journal article to the at-
tention of my colleagues.

THE COURTS THWART THE EPA’S POWER GRAB

(By C. Boyden Gray and Alan Charles Raul)
Last week a three-judge panel of the U.S.

Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
threw out the Environmental Protection
Agency’s sweeping ozone and particulate-
matter rules. Citing a doctrine known as
‘‘nondelegation,’’ the judges held that the
EPA was exercising too much power, effec-
tively making rather than enforcing the law.
The decision could have far-reaching impli-
cations for all government rulemaking, but
it should not have come as a shock. The
EPA’s usurpation of legislative power has
provoked significant controversy in recent
years, and the only surprise is how long it
took for the courts to bring it under control.

Contrary to much prevailing opinion
among both journalists and lawyers, the
nondelegation doctrine is not some arcane,
obscure and benighted legal relic of the pre-
New Deal era. The doctrine has been alive
and well, serving primarily as a canon of ju-
dicial construction to save otherwise overly
broad statutory grants or agency claims of
legislative authority from being held uncon-
stitutional.

The most important regulatory example of
the doctrine’s use was in the Supreme
Court’s 1980 decision Industrial Union De-
partment v. American Petroleum Institute,
which involved the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration’s regulation of ben-
zene. The court was faced with a claim that
OSHA has untrammeled discretion to choose
any regulatory policy in the spectrum be-
tween not regulating at all and imposing
rules so stringent that they take an industry
to the brink of economic ruin. The justices
used the nondelegation doctrine essentially
to rewrite the statute, limiting OSHA to reg-
ulation of ‘‘significant’’ risks. A decade
later, the D.C. Circuit, in the so-called
‘‘lock-out, tag-out’’ decisions written by
Judge Stephen Williams (who wrote last
week’s EPA decision as well), invoked the
doctrine and the benzene decision to place
additional limits on OSHA.

An accident of timing allowed the EPA to
escape these constraints for nearly two dec-
ades and retain its license to choose between

doing nothing at all and shutting down an
industry. The governing case (Lead Indus-
tries Association v. EPA) gave the EPA this
broad power because it was issued by the
D.C. Circuit five days before the Supreme
Court’s benzene decision, and thus was unaf-
fected by the latter ruling. But it was only a
matter of time before the EPA’s power would
collide with the Supreme Court’s limita-
tions.

For those subject to the EPA’s unchecked
authority, the day of reckoning came none
too soon. EPA issued these rules in July 1997
despite:

Its science advisory board’s admonition
that the new ozone rule did not deal with
any new significant risk not already ad-
dressed by the rule it replaced.

The board’s inability to identify any prop-
er level of fine particulate matter to regu-
late.

Universal recognition that extensive re-
search was necessary to develop any imple-
menting regulations for particulate matter.

Unrebutted evidence that the ozone rule
could cause more public health harm than
good.

Unconstrained by any coherent principle,
the rules were the ultimate example of legis-
lative horse trading. The EPA declared that
in order to defuse some political opposition,
it was going to exempt or favor its political
allies, such as farmers, certain small busi-
ness, and that section of the country (the
Northeast) that provided political support
for the rules. ‘‘The new rules do not reflect
the inescapable result of the available
science, but simply the judgment of a polit-
ical appointee,’’ said Rep. John Dingell (D.,
Mich.), one of the principal architects of the
Clean Air Act.

The D.C. Circuit’s decision to overturn
these rules is not inherently
antienvironmental. It leaves the EPA with
considerable power to decide how much envi-
ronmental protection the country needs. The
court simply said the EPA is not omnipo-
tent. Its power must be limited by ‘‘intel-
ligible principles’’ that Congress incor-
porated into the Clean Air Act. The rep-
resentatives who face the voters’ music must
call the agency’s tune.

This decision does nothing to impair the
EPA’s implementation of Congress’s explicit
directives in the 1990 amendments to the
Clean Air Act, such as its recent auto and
gasoline rules. The real question is whether
future policy will be set by Congress or the
unelected managers of the EPA. At present,
EPA has presented no reason for going be-
yond the provisions of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments, which the agency has not yet
fully implemented. EPA’s backdoor efforts
to regulate green-house gases will also come
in for closer constitutional scrutiny. With-
out express congressional authorization to
address ‘‘global warming,’’ the agency should
not be deciding for itself how to do so.

The dissenting opinion in the D.C. Circuit
decision closed with the observation that if
the states had difficulty implementing the
new EPA standards, they could go back to
Congress and ask for repeal. But this formu-
lation turns the Constitution on its head.
It’s not Congress’s job to review EPA initia-
tives, but rather the EPA’s job to carry out
congressional initiatives. And it’s the courts’
role to keep the other players honest.

CONGRATULATING THE MEN’S
VOLLEYBALL TEAM OF BYU

HON. CHRIS CANNON
OF UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, on May 8, 1999
in Los Angeles, Brigham Young University
won its first-ever NCAA men’s volleyball title in
their first-ever NCAA Tournament appearance.
They finished the season with a record of 30–
1, suffering their only loss to Long Beach
State whom they beat in the finals. Joining
Penn State, BYU became the second non-
California team to win the Championship.

BYU men’s volleyball program began NCAA
competition in 1990, headed by current coach
Carl McGown. Initially struggling through some
difficult seasons, they quickly rose to ardently
compete with traditionally strong California
teams. They deftly handled big name schools
like UCLA, USC, Pepperdine, and UCSB.

I congratulate the fine athletes, coaches,
and trainers who comprise the BYU men’s
volleyball program. Their dedication, endur-
ance, and commitment are examples to all
who seek lofty, worthwhile goals.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE MUSIC
DEPARTMENT OF OTTAWA
TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL

HON. JERRY WELLER
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer congratulations to the Music Department
of Ottawa Township High School of Ottawa,
IL, for the remarkable achievement of winning
the Illinois State Championship in Music com-
petition for the third consecutive year.

For nearly the past two decades, the Ottawa
Township High School Music Department has
dominated the Illinois High School Association
music competition by finishing in the top three
places fourteen times and never lower than
ninth place. On only four occasions in the his-
tory of the music competition have schools
compiled more than 1,000 points. Two of
these four 1,000-plus point finishes belong to
Ottawa Township High School. The Ottawa
Township High School Music Department also
holds the State record for most points earned
in the Illinois High School Association Solo
and Ensemble contest.

Clearly, Ottawa Township High School of-
fers its students and community many out-
standing music education opportunities. Cur-
rently, 270 students take advantage of these
opportunities by participating in Concert Choir,
Treble Choir, Freshman Girls Choir, Sym-
phonic Band, Jazz Choir, and Jazz Band.

Special congratulations must be offered to
Mr. Roger Amm, Vocal Music Director, and to
Ms. Sarah Reckmeyer, Director of Bands.
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Their hard work, commitment, and leadership
have undoubtedly played a major role in build-
ing the statewide dominance of Ottawa Town-
ship High School’s Music Department.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I am proud and
pleased to be able to offer to my colleagues
in the U.S. House of Representatives the ex-
ample of Ottawa Township High School as an
educational institution where excellence in the
fine arts is strongly encouraged. From its out-
standing music program to its incredible, multi-
million-dollar collection of artwork on display
throughout the school building to its vibrant 25
year old annual music festival, Ottawa Town-
ship High School provides its fortunate stu-
dents with an all too rare appreciation of the
fine arts.
f

REEMPLOYMENT RIGHTS OF OUR
SELECTED RESERVISTS

HON. LANE EVANS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, the activation and
deployment of uniformed service members to
the Balkans area has generated numerous in-
quiries about the reemployment rights of mem-
bers of the National Guard and Reserves who
are required to leave a position of employment
to answer a call to duty.

I hope the following explanation will provide
all of my colleagues some basic information
on the law that provides these rights and guid-
ance on what a constituent who might contact
you concerning this issue can do to receive
more information and assistance.

The job entitlements of our citizen-soldiers
are provided by the Uniformed Services Em-
ployment and Reemployment Rights Act
(USERRA) of 1994, at 38 U.S. Code, Section
4310–4333. The Veterans’ Employment and
Training Service (VETS) of the Department of
Labor administers and enforces USERRA.

USERRA provides that a person be prompt-
ly reemployed following completion of quali-
fying military service. The position to which the
person is entitled is essentially the position he
or she would have attained had the military
absence not occurred. To be eligible for reem-
ployment rights, the person must generally
give the employer prior notice of the military
duty and the employee must have received a
discharge from the military that is not punitive
in nature. For example, an honorable dis-
charge would qualify, but not a dishonorable
or bad conduct discharge. There is a cumu-
lative 5-year limit of military service after which
an employer is not obliged to reemploy a re-
turning service member. There are important
exceptions to the 5-year limit, including vol-
untary duty in support of an emergency situa-
tion or war, involuntary callups for operational
missions or contingencies, and required train-
ing of National Guard and Reserve members.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of Labor’s Vet-
erans Employment and Training Service
(VETS) maintains a website on the Internet
that contains USERRA information designed
to help protected persons and employers un-
derstand the law. The ‘‘USERRA Advisor’’ can
be found on the VETS home page at
www.dol.gov/dol/vets. VETS also has offices
in each of the States that can provide informa-
tion and assistance for your constituents as

well as your District office staff members.
VETS offices are listed in the Blue Pages of
local telephone directories under the U.S. De-
partment of Labor.
f

CONGRATULATING THE ANNAP-
OLIS (MD) CAPITAL FOR BEING
NAMED ‘‘NEWSPAPER OF THE
YEAR’’

HON. WAYNE T. GILCHREST
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize one of Maryland’s finest news-
papers, the Annapolis Capital. The Capital
was recently named ‘‘Newspaper of the Year’’
by the Maryland-Delaware-D.C. Press Asso-
ciation. This prestigious award goes to the
newspaper which has received the most
awards for any newspaper in its category, and
this year, Mr. Speaker, the Capital was hon-
ored with 22 separate awards for outstanding
work.

Under the leadership of their executive edi-
tor, Edward D. Casey, the staff at the Capital
collected 21 awards for photos, articles, page
designs, and graphics published in 1998.
These awards are given by their peers, Mr.
Speaker, and the message this year was loud
and clear: The Capital consistently delivers a
quality product with outstanding coverage of
its community.

Among the award winners was Eric Smith,
the Capital’s own talented editorial cartoonist.
He won first place for an editorial cartoon
which I am happy to report, Mr. Speaker, was
not about me. Mr. Smith spent a day with me
in Washington several years ago to find out
what members of Congress do on a daily
basis, and I’m happy to report, has not given
up his day job yet. Mr. Smith also won second
place for a column he wrote.

David Brown won first place for spot news
for a story he wrote on a Navy flier from An-
napolis who was killed on an aircraft carrier.
Nicole Gaudiano won second place for spot
news for a story on a shooting death. Chris-
topher Munsey captured second place for gen-
eral news for his story on a body police could
not identify.

The staff as a whole won second place for
continuing coverage on the Whitbread Race,
the prestigious yacht race which came to An-
napolis last year. Staff members that shared
that award included: Bill Wagner, Jeff Nelson,
Scott Haring, Christopher Munsey, Denise
Murray, Kristin Hussey, Gerry Jackson, David
Trozza, George N. Lundskow, Bob Gilbert,
Mark M. Odell, and Christopher B. Corder.

Reporter Jeff Nelson won first place for in-
vestigative reporting for his story on bonuses
given to county employees. Sara Marsh won
second place in this category for her probe of
the legal problems of an election candidate.

Mary Allen won first place in state govern-
ment reporting for her story on the law that al-
lowed the marriage of a 13-year-old girl. The-
resa Winslow won second place in the public
service category for her consumer story on the
cost of funerals.

In the photography category, the Capital has
consistently delivered its readers some of the
most beautiful photographs capturing incred-
ible joy sorrow and every moment in between.

Bob Gilbert won second place for a photo se-
ries of a heart transplant operation. David
Trozzo won first place for general news photo
with a photo depicting a tribute to a shooting
victim. Christopher B. Corder won first place
for sports photo with a photo of a baseball
play.

John McNamara won second place for a
sports column, and Mary Grace Gallagher won
first place for a medical/science story on a
heart transplant. She also captured second
place for business/economic news for a story
on choosing new employees.

The staff won first place for Page One de-
sign for a Sunday Capital layout of a heart
transplant patient. That award was shared by
Scott and Loretta Haring, Denise Murray, Bob
Gilbert, and Mary Grace Gallagher. Scott
Haring also won first place for feature/news
page design for his layout of the Naval Acad-
emy graduation.

Andra Baumgardt won second place for fea-
ture/news page design for her layout of an En-
tertainment cover featuring the Annapolis
Symphony Orchestra. And Denise Murray won
second place for information graphics/general
for her graphic on Inner West Street.

And finally, Mr. Speaker, The Capital was
awarded the first-ever ‘‘Freedom of Informa-
tion Award’’ by the Maryland-Delaware-D.C.
Press Association. This award was given to
the newspaper for its diligence and persist-
ence in seeking the truth. The Capital, with the
leadership of Managing Editor Tom Marquardt,
has a long history of holding public officials
accountable to the voters they represent, and
it’s a tradition I respect. Newspapers have an
obligation to inform the public of the activities
of their public officials, and I’m glad the Cap-
ital takes its obligation seriously.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to represent the
great city of Annapolis in Congress, and I am
equally proud that my Congressional District is
served so well by an outstanding newspaper
that has received overdue recognition from its
peers. I ask my colleagues to join me in con-
gratulating The Annapolis Capital on being
named the 1998 Newspaper of the Year by
the Maryland-Delaware-D.C. Press Associa-
tion.
f

THE 1999 POLICE UNITY TOUR,
COUNTY OF MORRIS, NEW JER-
SEY TO WASHINGTON, DC

HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commend the participants of the 1999
Policy Unity Tour on the successful completion
of their tour and for their donation of close to
$54,000 to the National Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Memorial this year.

On Saturday, May 8th I had the pleasure of
participating in the ceremonies to send off the
55 participants as they began the long bicycle
journey from Madison, New Jersey to the Na-
tional Law Enforcement Officers Memorial in
Washington, DC in an effort to raise funds for
the memorial. The memorial was established
by an Act of Congress in October, 1984.

The Police Unity Tour was the brainchild of
two Madison and Florham Park police officers
who organized the first bike tour three years
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ago: Frank Wulff and Patrick Montuore. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to list each of the partici-
pants for the official record.

Frank Wulff
Ed Lincoln
Jane Recktenwald
Paul Kosakowski
Steve Carpenter
Charlie Bryant
Jerry Mantone
Constantine Sedares
Bill Yirce
Steve Ambrose
Steve Donnelly
Lenny Gigantino
Paul Boegershausen
Paul Kay
Rick Staeger
John Carter
Hernandez Thomas
Tom Barbella
Tommy Downs
Karen Sullivan
Emma Swearingen
Paul Fortunanto
Bob Cimino
Lee Scarano
Pete Egan
Pete Nienstdat

Michael Francis
Dave Barber
Pat Montuore
Brian Rabbitt
Carmine DeCaro
Lenny George
Mark Meehan
Dave Tyms
Rich Schultz
Mark Stallone
Phil Crosson
Paul Bogert
Bill Pollock
Fred Freem
John Sria
Bob Barr
Harry Phillips
Ed Mitchko
Debbie Baker
Brian Markt
Lou DeMeo
Marc Hecht
Jimmy Waldron
Scott Smarsh
Robert Fortunato
Bobby Montuore

Two support drivers, Patti Wulff and Jennifer
Montuore assisted these riders.

I was present at the Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Memorial on Tuesday, May 11, when the
participants reached their destination and were
greeted by friends and family. Participants
hailed from police forces in Madison, Chat-
ham, Millburn, Livingston, Fair Lawn, West Or-
ange, Union, Woodbridge, Maplewood,
Denville, Margate, Florham Park, Morristown,
Berkeley Heights, Franklin Township, Newark,
Caldwell, NJIT, the NJ State Police, and the
Essex County Prosecutors Office.

Mr. Speaker, over the last three years, the
Police Unity Tour has raised over $122,000 for
the memorial, making it the top sponsor in the
Nation. The effort of these men and women
who rode their bikes from New Jersey to
Washington, DC to raise money for the Na-
tional Law Enforcement Officers Memorial
pays tribute to those who put their lives on the
line everyday—and those who have paid with
their lives—so that our streets are safer, and
our families more secure. I ask my colleagues
to join me in congratulating them on their dedi-
cation and in wishing them success for many
years to come.
f

A WORRIED GRANDFATHER

HON. FRED UPTON
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I recently had the
pleasure of introducing one of my constituents,
Dr. Fred Mathews, at a hearing of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education Appropriations. Dr. Mat-
hews had been invited to speak on behalf of
the Neurofibromatosis Foundation in support
of increased funding for this often devastating
disease.

It is a privilege to know Dr. Mathews and
count him as a friend. In addition to his 47
years of practicing optometry in Dowagiac, MI,
he has devoted his talents and energy to im-
proving the quality of life in his community and
expanding education opportunities and excel-

lence in our state. When he learned that his
lovely young granddaughter, Allison, was af-
flicted with neruofibromatosis, he took on the
most important fight of his life—the fight for a
cure for this disease for Allison and for the at
least 100,000 others who have this neuro-
logical disorder. His testimony before the sub-
committee was eloquent, and I would like
today to submit it to the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD so that others may see the urgency
of the need to find a cure. Dr. Mathews’ testi-
mony follows:

A WORRIED GRANDFATHER

Thank you Congressman Upton and thank
you Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee for allowing me to testify. I am Fred
Mathews, a constituent of Congressman
Upton from Southwestern Michigan.

I am here today because my beautiful
granddaughter Allison has
Neurofibromatosis, a not so rare and dev-
astating genetic disorder. In 1994 Allison was
four years old when I first asked her parents
about some spots on her skin. I had assumed
these were simple birthmarks. This was the
first time her parents shared with me that
she had Neurofibromatosis, or abbreviated
called NF. Up until then we had been shield-
ed from the terrible truth.

I am an optometrist in a small town in
southwest Michigan. I have practiced there
for 47 years. Even though I am not a medical
doctor I have better than a layman’s knowl-
edge of general medical problems. However, I
had never heard of NF.

Immediately I began to research NF. I
called research centers. I called the National
Institutes of Health. I linked up with the Na-
tional Neurofibromatosis Foundation. My
testimony today has the blessing of that fine
organization.

There is no way to describe the despair and
hopelessness that families experience when
faced with the fact that a child or grandchild
has an incurable disease. My research left
my wife and me panic-stricken. Here is a
short version of what my research revealed.

NF is the most common neurological dis-
order caused by a single gene. At least 100,000
Americans have NF. This makes NF more
prevalent than Cystic Fibrosis, hereditary
muscular dystrophy, Huntington’s Disease
and Tay Sachs combined.

NF causes tumors to grow anywhere on or
in the body. NF can lead to disfigurement,
blindness, deafness, skeletal abnormalities,
dermal, brain and spinal tumors, loss of
limbs, malignancies and learning disabil-
ities. The terrible disfigurement is why NF
has erroneously been confused with the so
called ‘‘elephant man’’ disease.

NF affects both genders, all races and eth-
nic groups equally. NF research in 1994 (when
I first learned of my granddaughter’s prob-
lem) had begun about 9 years earlier by the
National NF Foundation. The gene causing
NF had just been discovered.

My personal research did reveal some good
news for my family and me. My grand-
daughter has the NF1 gene rather than the
NF2 gene. With the NF2 gene the tumors and
other bizarre disorders can start soon after
birth. NF1 however, which my grand-
daughter has, sometimes does not manifest
serious problems until puberty or beyond.

I also learned from Peter Bellermann,
President of the National NF Foundation,
and the world’s greatest crusader to find a
cure for NF, that researchers were hopeful of
finding a cure in 10–15 years. Simple mathe-
matics told me that this might be too late
for my granddaughter and thousands of kids
like her who were living with this time
bomb.

I also learned that researchers believed
that the projected time for a cure could pos-

sibly be cut in half if more research dollars
were available.

I am grateful that this Committee and the
Congress did respond to our plea and did ap-
propriate significant new funds for NF re-
search. In 1995 Chairman Porter also added
language to the Appropriations Bill which
expressed to NIH the commitment of this
Committee for accelerated NF research.

Because of this Committee, the Congress,
the NIH, the National NF Foundation and
many dedicated researchers, our Allison who
is now 9 years old, has a chance to avoid the
ravages of NF. We are thankful and hopeful
but still very apprehensive. The time clock
is still running rapidly. Research has been
extremely successful but has a long way to
go to find a cure.

The National NF Foundation and I urge
that the language which has been in the Ap-
propriations Bill for the past four years, ex-
pressing this Committee’s commitment to
NF research, be in the FY 2000 bill.

I am grateful for the courtesy members of
this committee and other members of con-
gress and their staffs have shown Peter
Bellermann and me these past few years.
Some of you have my granddaughter’s pic-
ture in your office.

In my opinion, no expenditure by the Fed-
eral Government is more rewarding, more
needed, and more appropriate than research
for dread diseases including NF. As a grand-
father of a little girl with one of these dread
diseases, I feel anxiety, frustration but also
hope knowing that the timetable for a cure
of NF and other diseases is almost solely de-
pendent on the willingness of the Congress to
recognize medical research as its #1 priority.
That is why Mr. Chairman we strongly sup-
port a significant increase in funding for the
National Institutes of Health medical re-
search. With the NIH as the quarterback, the
greatest hope we have for finding a cure for
NF and all other dread diseases, lies with
this Committee and the NIH.

Since my allotted time is up Mr. Chair-
man, I respectfully request permission to ex-
tend my remarks in the written testimony I
will leave with the Committee.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee, on behalf of the National
Neurofibromatosis Foundation, as well as
the thousands of children and adults with
NF, I thank you and my Allison thanks you.

EXTENDED TESTIMONY OF DR. FRED L.
MATHEWS

APRIL 29, 1999

I am pleased and proud that NF research
has been pointed out to be a model for ‘‘Man-
aging Science.’’ It represents an effective
partnership between public agencies, most
notably the U.S. Congress and the National
Institutes of Health, private organizations
and the National Neurofibromatosis Founda-
tion and scientists and clinical researchers
in the field who have achieved their progress
by consensus and by collaborating to a re-
markable degree. To use the vernacular, NF
research has given a ‘‘good bang for the
buck’’ to all who have invested in it.

NF research has significant potential for
other very large patient populations. Since
the NF genes have been implicated in the
signaling process that determines cell
growth and cell differentiation, NF research
also has great promise for the tens of mil-
lions of Americans with malignancies.

NF also causes learning disabilities at
about five to six times the frequency found
in the general population. Work in that as-
pect of NF research therefore has consider-
able potential for the estimated 30 million
Americans who are learning disabled.

Given the wide variety of symptoms of NF,
I understand that you Mr. Chairman and the
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Committee have urged those involved in NF
research to foster collaborative efforts be-
tween and among the various initiatives at
the NIH under whose purview these mani-
festations fall. Peter Bellermann, President
of the National NF Foundation has informed
me that these efforts are taking place and
that ‘‘Cross-Institute’’ activities are a re-
ality.

NF has the attention at the highest level
of the NIH beginning with the Director Dr.
Varmus. It extends to the Institute heads,
especially Dr. Gerald Fischbach at NINDS
and to Dr. Richard Klausner at the National
Cancer Institute. These progressive officers
work at continuing the cross-institute ef-
forts, participate in scientific meetings of
NF, and advise other funding agencies to
avoid duplication of funding.

NF has been a success story for research
for all who have invested in it. True success
will, however, come only when a cure is
found and real people like my granddaughter
can look forward to happy lives, free of NF’s
terrible consequences. We now have to go the
next hard miles. Researchers now stand
ready to translate basic scientific knowledge
into clinical application. The next agenda in-
cludes continued work in basic research,
starting comprehensive natural history stud-
ies for NF and beginning the all important
process of clinical trials with innovative ap-
proaches. We all pray that this will lead to
an effective treatment for NF.

In closing, I would be remiss if I did not
thank my Congressman Fred Upton and his
staff person Jane Williams for their very spe-
cial help and support. We are also very ap-
preciative of the longtime support Congress-
man Murtha has given NF funding. And a
special thanks to you, Chairman Porter, who
in 1995 took time from your busy schedule to
meet personally with Peter Bellermann and
me so that we could tell you of the urgent
need for accelerated NF funding. Your ongo-
ing support since then has been tremen-
dously helpful. To the members of this Com-
mittee who have supported us in this critical
effort, we also offer another thank you.

f

COMMENDING BRIGHAM YOUNG
UNIVERSITY

HON. CHRIS CANNON
OF UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com-
mend the efforts of Brigham Young University
in Provo, Utah, in their unending journey to
better relations around the world, Brigham
Young University in Provo, UT sends various
groups from their Performing Arts department
throughout the world to better the University’s
ties, which in turn improves U.S. foreign rela-
tions.

On May 18th, BYU’s Young Ambassadors,
Ballroom Dance team, and Folk Dance En-
semble returned from a tour of the South Pa-
cific commemorating the 20th anniversary of
their first visit to China.

Throughout the past twenty years, BYU has
established a name for itself in China and is
currently very well regarded by its people. I
am very proud to represent the students and
faculty members of BYU. They are a model to
us all as we work to create a global society of
culture, heritage and peace.

INTRODUCTION OF THE PUBLIC
APPEALS PARITY ACT

HON. JAMES V. HANSEN
OF UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to introduce the Public Appeals Parity
Act of 1999. This Act is needed so that the
general public, who have legitimate interests
in federal land management decisions, has an
avenue to appeal certain decisions made by
the National Park Service and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service. Currently, no
such appeals system exists within these two
federal agencies and the public’s only re-
course for relief is through the court system.

The idea of an internal agency appeal sys-
tem is not new. Right now, two other primary
federal land management agencies, the United
States Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management have an administrative process
whereby the public can appeal certain deci-
sions in regard to land management decisions
made by these agencies. This Act would ini-
tiate a similar administrative appeal process
for the public in regard to decisions made by
the National Park Service and the Untied
States Fish and Wildlife Service. The Sec-
retary of the Interior would be directed to es-
tablish procedures for an appeals process for
the Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service which will afford the public, prior to the
implementation of the project, activity, or plan,
an opportunity to appeal decisions made by
these agencies in regard to land and resource
management decisions which occur in accord-
ance with the National Environmental Policy
Act.

The regulations developed by the Secretary
of the Interior per this Act would mirror those
already established for the U.S. Forest Service
and would include such things as the type of
decisions that may be appealed, who may ap-
peal decisions, the procedures that apply to
appealing the decision, and other important
steps which the public could follow.

This Act is fair, is not precedent setting, and
levels the playing field so that the public has
an avenue to appeal decisions made by fed-
eral agencies rather than to take them to
court. I urge my colleagues to cosponsor and
support the Public Appeals Parity Act of 1999.
f

BRETT SHARPE NAMED ALL-
AMERICAN SCHOLAR AND
UNITED STATES NATIONAL
AWARD IN LEADERSHIP AND
SERVICE

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to commend an outstanding Colorado high
school student and leader. This Spring, Brett
Sharpe of Haxtun High School in Haxtun, Col-
orado, was named an All-American Scholar
and a United States National Award in Leader-
ship and Service.

The United States Achievement Academy
presents the All-American Scholar Award to
those students demonstrating exceptional aca-

demic discipline. Scholars must receive a
grade-point average of 3.3 or higher and be
selected by a school instructor or counselor.

The National Award in Leadership and Serv-
ice is presented only to a select group of stu-
dents nationwide. Recipients must dem-
onstrate outstanding scholastics, leadership
and student service throughout their high
school years.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to congratu-
late Brett Sharpe for his truly remarkable
scholastic, service, and leadership abilities.
With confidence, I look forward to his future
contributions in America.
f

A TRIBUTE TO MEMBERS OF THE
GREENPORT FIRE DEPARTMENT
FOR 50 YEARS OF SERVICE

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
this hallowed chamber to pay tribute to three
members of the Star Hose Co. #3 of the
Greenport Fire Department and to join the vol-
unteer firefighters, emergency medical per-
sonnel and grateful people of this Long Island
community as they celebrate these brave men
for their 50 years of volunteer service.

I would like to tell my colleagues about
Greenport, a special place where neighbors
look out for neighbors and every resident pos-
sesses a special pride in their hometown. In a
service that exemplifies selfless heroism, the
men and women of the Greenport Fire Depart-
ment perform above and beyond the call of
duty each and every day. Compensated only
by the satisfaction that their efforts save lives
and protect property, these volunteers have
answered every alarm for over 50 years. I am
proud and honored to count these brave fire-
fighters among my friends and neighbors.

Moreover, I am proud to join with the
Greenport Fire Department in honoring these
members for their faithful service. These men
have answered the siren’s call whenever a fire
or other peril threatened a member of the
Greenport community. Henry Clarke, Jr. has
served for 58 years as 2nd Lt., 1st Lt. and
Captain from April 1952 to March 1952. Nel-
son Beebe has served for 52 years as 2nd Lt.,
1st Lt. and Captain from April 1978 to March
1980. Jake Sherwood has served for 50 years
as 2nd Lt., 1st Lt. and Captain from April 1958
to March 1960. Time and again these brave
men joined their comrades as they hastened
to the scene, placing themselves in harm’s
way to aid another human being in danger, re-
gardless of whether it be a friend, neighbor or
stranger.

Demonstrating that true heroes are created
over a lifetime of selfless acts and service to
their God, family and country, these brave
men of the Greenport Fire Department are
perfect role models for every volunteer fire-
fighter who will come after them. They truly re-
flect the outstanding work of the Greenport
Fire Department and its commitment to train-
ing and service that keep their neighbors,
friends and even their own children safe and
secure. That is why, Mr. Speaker, I ask my
colleagues in the House of Representatives to
join me in saluting the courageous, devoted
volunteers of the Greenport Fire Department.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1019
May God keep them safe as they have
worked to keep safe the Greenport commu-
nity.
f

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING MICHIGAN
STATE TROOPER CHARLIE GROSS

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I like to pay spe-
cial tribute today to Detective Sergeant Charlie
Gross, who is retiring after a career of law en-
forcement with the Michigan State Police.

As you may know, Mr. Speaker, I served as
a law enforcement officer. In point of fact, I
served with Charlie in a variety of posts, while
our careers seem to follow a parallel track.

In one sense, my own law enforcement ca-
reer ended when I was injured in the line of
duty and retired in 1984. In a deeper sense,
I however, the friendships that form among
law enforcement officers are bonds that sur-
vive changes in careers and changes in ad-
dress. In that regard, when I founded the Law
Enforcement Caucus in my freshman year in
Congress, I was not only giving my many
comrades in law enforcement a voice in
Washington, but I was also giving myself a
professional reason to maintain these strong
ties to many good friends and providing myself
with an opportunity to forge new friendships
with dedicated people in law enforcement.

Now, one of these old friends is retiring after
a 27 year career. The unit D/Sgt. Gross will
actually leave is a Michigan State Police tac-
tical drug unit, the Upper Peninsula Substance
Enforcement Team, known as UPSET.

Charlie was one of the first troopers I met
on the road in 1974, and we seemed to stay
on the same career road. When I was trans-
ferred to Lansing, Charlie was in Lansing.
When I went back to the Upper Peninsula,
Charlie went to the Upper Peninsula. As he
gained knowledge and experience, Charlie
demonstrated a wide array of skills, including
sharing his knowledge with other troopers by
teaching traffic safety, the proper use of the
Breathalyzer, and other investigative subjects.

Last week here in Washington we
spotlighted U.S. law enforcement in a number
of ways. We paid special tribute to fallen offi-
cers, and we celebrated funding 100,000 new
police officers under the Community Policing
program.

This Saturday, the co-workers of Charlie
Gross will celebrate one man’s career in law
enforcement. I ask you and my House col-
leagues to join me in wishing the best in re-
tirement for this dedicated public servant.
f

THE KOSOVO EMERGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION

HON. DARLENE HOOLEY
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address last night’s vote on the so-
called ‘‘emergency’’ supplemental appropria-
tions bill, H.R. 1141.

As a member of the budget committee, and
concerned member of this body, I am appalled

not only at the amount of pork crammed into
the bill, but especially by the anti-environ-
mental riders placed on the bill.

One of these riders is specifically targeted
at helping the mining industry and will delay
strengthening of regulations that would safe-
guard against mining companies walking away
from the cleanup costs associated with mining.

Yet another special interest rider prevents
the Minerals Management Service from
issuing rules on the value of crude oil.

This will allow major oil companies to under-
pay royalties from drilling on public lands—es-
timated to cost taxpayers between $66 to
$100 million per year.

Yet another rider would weaken the already
egregious 1872 mining law, allowing a pre-
viously denied waiver for the development of
the ‘‘Crown Jewel’’ mine in my neighboring
state of Washington.

For these reasons, I encourage the Presi-
dent to veto this environmentally destructive
bill, sending a message to this body and the
American people that our precious natural re-
sources will not take a back seat to pork and
special interests groups.

f

IN RECOGNITION OF JOSEPH R.
QUINN

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, on May 20,
1999, family and friends will gather to honor
and pay tribute to Joseph R. Quinn, who
served as the Chairman of the Smithtown
Democratic Committee for 22 years, until his
retirement last September.

Joe Quinn, known for his wit, incredible
memory for names, love of Irish music, his
wonderful family and loyalty to friends, has
distinguished himself throughout his private
and political life.

In 1959, the then-younger, dark-haired, fa-
ther of five, Joseph R. Quinn, joined the Suf-
folk County Democratic Committee and began
his sojourn into local politics. At the same
time, this Iona College graduate began his ca-
reer as a teacher in the Middle Country
School District, where he went on to become
the principal of the unique school without
walls, New Lane Elementary School. Joe re-
tired from the Middle Country School District in
1988 after 28 years of outstanding career in
education.

Joe Quinn’s dedication and loyalty to the
Democratic Party is unsurpassed. Joe often
boasts of the 22 officials that were elected
under his leadership, ‘‘one for every year as
leader.’’ He should take pride in that accom-
plishment, as those victories symbolized his
commitment to the ideals of the Democratic
Party and of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, on May 20, the Suffolk County
Democratic Committee will honor and pay trib-
ute to Joseph Quinn at a gala dinner. I call on
all my colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives to join me now as we recognize and ac-
claim Joseph R. Quinn for his outstanding
leadership and commitment to the Smithtown
Democratic Committee, and to the people of
Smithtown, of Suffolk County, and of New
York State.

INTRODUCTION OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE HOUSE RESO-
LUTION

HON. JAMES V. HANSEN
OF UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am happy to

introduce this House resolution which will ef-
fectively help our National Park System and all
those who visit and enjoy these parks. Over
the past few years the National Park Service
has repeatedly reported a backlog of projects
necessary to maintain structures, roads, and
infrastructure in many of our national parks. In
fact, the National Park Service has asserted
that the cost of these projects will be about 6
billion dollars. This resolution would urge the
National Park Service to take advantage of
support services offered by the Department of
Defense, which has the authority to provide
support and services to Federal entities, in-
cluding the National Park Service.

A program called the Civil-Military Depart-
ment of Defense Innovative Readiness Train-
ing Program offers real world training opportu-
nities to meet the readiness requirements of
military units and individuals while benefiting
local communities. This service, provided by
the Department of Defense, includes equip-
ment and other assistance which has the po-
tential to greatly reduce the backlog of
projects identified by the National Park Serv-
ice. In short, this resolution will direct one fed-
eral department to help another and will ben-
efit the American taxpayer who has been pick-
ing up the tab.

This is a good idea and a worthy resolution
and I urge all my colleagues to support this
House resolution.
f

TRIBUTE TO NATIONAL PRINCIPAL
LEADERSHIP AWARD WINNER

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to commend an outstanding Colorado high
school student and leader. This Spring, Leah
Nein of Julesburg High School, in Julesberg,
Colorado, received the National Principal
Leadership Award.

Each year, the National Association of Sec-
ondary School Principals and Herff Jones Inc.
presents the National Principal Leadership
Award to 150 students nationwide. Recipients
must demonstrate outstanding scholastics,
leadership and student service throughout
their high school years. As an added bonus, a
$1,000 college scholarship is provided to help
these students achieve their higher education
goals.

Among some of her accomplishments, Leah
was class president three out of her four high
school years, captained the volleyball team,
and a Girls State Delegate. She has also re-
ceived the Colorado School of Mines ‘‘Medal
of Accomplishment in Math and Science’’ and
the University of Colorado ‘‘Outstanding Junior
Award.’’ This Fall, Leah plans to attend Colo-
rado State University and major in Accounting.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to congratu-
late Leah Nein and all Principal Leadership
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Award winners. With confidence, I look for-
ward to their leadership in America.
f

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING MICHIGAN
STATE TROOPER ROBERT KRAFFT

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I like to pay spe-
cial tribute today to 1st Lieutenant Robert
Krafft, who is retiring after a career of law en-
forcement with Michigan State Police.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, I served as a
law enforcement officer. In point of fact, I first
served with Bob Krafft early in my own career
with the Michigan State Police.

In one sense, my own law enforcement ca-
reer ended when I was injured in the line of
duty and retired in 1984. In a deeper sense,
however, the friendships that form among law
enforcement officers are bonds that survive
changes in careers and changes in address.
In that regard, when I founded the Law En-
forcement Caucus in my freshman year in
Congress, I was not only giving my many
comrades in law enforcement a voice in
Washington, but I was also giving myself a
professional reason to maintain these strong
ties to many good friends and providing myself
with an opportunity to forge new friendships
with dedicated people in law enforcement.

Now, one of these old friends, Bob Krafft, is
retiring after a 26-year career.

I recall moving into this neighborhood,
where he took me under his wing. My recol-
lections of those first years of our friendship
remain vivid, as he took me deer hunting, as
I met his wife Sue and watched their daughter
grow. Even though our law enforcement work
carried us in different directions, the bond we
formed as friends, neighbors and law enforce-
ment officers has always dissolved the dis-
tance that geography put between us.

Last week here in Washington we
spotlighted U.S. law enforcement in a number
of ways. We paid special tribute to fallen offi-
cers, and we celebrated funding 100,000 new
police officers under the Community Policing
program.

This Friday, May 21, the co-workers of Bob
Krafft will celebrate one man’s career in law
enforcement. I ask you and my House col-
leagues to join me in wishing the best in re-
tirement for this dedicated public servant.
f

A TRIBUTE TO THE ASSOCIATION
FOR THE HELP OF RETARDED
CHILDREN ON ITS 50TH ANNI-
VERSARY

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Suffolk Association for the Help
of Retarded Children, Suffolk County’s largest
voluntary agency celebrating its 50th anniver-
sary of service to our community. For the past
half century the Association for the Help of
Retarded Children has lived up to the spirit of
community by providing various educational,

vocational training, and habilitative services for
residents of Eastern Long Island with special
needs.

Through the chapter’s Vocational Education
Program, adults mature, achieve self-fulfill-
ment and self esteem. Major Long Island cor-
porations use this program’s participants for
packaging and assembling jobs. These con-
tracts offer 800 clients opportunities to learn
vocational skills that can ultimately lead to
competitive employment. In the Supported
Work Program, individuals successfully make
the transition to the job market with the help
of job coaches who provide on the job training
at the employer’s work site, including follow
along care.

The Association for the Help of Retarded
Children’s Sagtikos Education Center is a very
special school. More than 100 infants, pre-
schoolers and school-age children through
age 21 receive Individualized Education Plans
that foster their mental and physical develop-
ment. School age children attend this school
because their disabilities are so severe that
they cannot be accommodated within the spe-
cial education programs of the local school
districts. This service allows a parent more
free time to maintain both emotional and eco-
nomic family stability. Other children attend
the school’s Early Intervention and pre-school
programs. These services often diminish, if not
eliminate, the need for costly special services
for a lifetime.

For lower functioning adults, the Association
for the Help of Retarded Children offers a Day
Treatment Program that provides habilitative
training that fosters greater independence
through the acquisition of daily living skills.
Their Senior Day Hab Program offers
habilitative training through age appropriate
activities for senior citizens. Sixteen commu-
nity residences located throughout Suffolk are
each home to up to 10 adults, operating as a
family unit under the guidance of a house par-
enting team. Residents interact with their com-
munities as any typical family does: shopping,
banking, visiting the library and even going to
work.

After 50 years of operation, the Suffolk
chapter is known for its fiscal integrity. It is so
well managed by a voluntary Board of Direc-
tors and its Executive Director that it consist-
ently rates ‘‘exceptional’’ in Federal, State and
County adults, and is granted three year oper-
ating certificates rather than the usual one
year.

That is why I ask my colleagues in the U.S.
House of Representatives to join me in salut-
ing the Association for the Help of Retarded
Children on its 50th anniversary. For half a
century, the Association for the Help of Re-
tarded Children has done more than just help
neighbors who need it, or provide opportuni-
ties for their children. The Association for the
Help of Retarded Children has also provided
our community the opportunity to express their
strong love for their community by getting in-
volved and by helping their neighbors.

IN MEMORIAM: DEDICATION OF
THE GARDEN GROVE POLICE DE-
PARTMENT ‘‘CALL TO DUTY’’ PO-
LICE MEMORIAL, MAY 20, 1999

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
pay tribute to the officers of the Garden Grove
Police Department who died in the line of duty
and who will be commemorated in the dedica-
tion of the Garden Grove Police Memorial,
‘‘Call To Duty’’ on this twentieth day of May,
1999.

There are few words that adequately ex-
press the deep sorrow and grief of a family
whose loved one has been killed in the line of
duty. We can remember their bravery and
courage through dedication and memorial.
President Abraham Lincoln perhaps described
the terrible emptiness and regret that we, the
living, feel for those who have given their lives
to protect others. In the famous Gettysburg
address, Lincoln summarizes these feelings in
a most profound way:

It is for the living, rather, to be dedicated
here to the unfinished work which they who
fought here have thus far so nobly advanced.
It is rather for us to be here dedicated to the
great task remaining before us—that from
these honored dead we take increased devo-
tion to that cause for which they gave the
last full measure of devotion—that we here
highly resolve that these dead shall not have
died in vain . . .’’

Let us pay tribute to the five brave men who
gave their ‘‘last full measure of devotion’’ to
the community that they were protecting:
Myron Trapp, October 6, 1959; Andy Reese,
May 30, 1970; Donald Reed, June 7, 1980;
Michael Rainford, November 7, 1980; and
Howard Dallies, Jr., March 9, 1993. Let us not
forget their heroism, their loyalty, and their
dedication to duty.

f

COLUMBIA DEERING HOSPITAL
CELEBRATES SENIOR FRIENDS
AND FITNESS DAY

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, senior
citizens have always served as the corner-
stone of our country’s population and as
America’s aging generation continues to rap-
idly increase, the health and well being of our
nation’s elderly becomes more and more im-
portant.

The Senior Friends Chapter at Columbia
Deering Hospital has recognized the impor-
tance of fitness among the senior population
and are taking the initiative of spearheading
Senior Health and Fitness Day in Miami-Dade
County, Florida.

Exercise has been clinically proven to help
fight many ailments that affect seniors, such
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as osteoporosis, heart disease, and arthritis,
and is highly recommended to improve the
overall quality of life at any age. On May 26,
the Senior Friends Chapter at Deering Hos-
pital will host activities such as fitness walks,
exercise demonstrations, health screenings,
and health information workshops to educate
Miami’s seniors about the many benefits of fit-
ness and to encourage their participation in a
more active lifestyle.

I ask my colleagues to join me in paying
tribute to The Senior Friends Chapter for their
focus on senior’s health.
f

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY
CENTER TO BE DISESTABLISHED

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
announce that the Defense Industrial Supply
Center (DISC) in my district will be disestab-
lished in a fitting ceremony on July 2, 1999. In
accordance with the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission, DISC and its hard work-
ing employees will continue their mission as a
part of a new organization, the Defense Sup-
ply Center Philadelphia.

Established as a field activity of the Defense
Logistics Agency on April 1, 1962, DISC has
for over three decades combined professional
personnel talent with modern management
techniques to provide its military customers
throughout the world with responsive logistic
support.

DISC items were used by all the services in
support of their multimillion dollar weapon sys-
tems, such as, the Trident, Patriot and Minute-
man III missiles; the Black Hawk and Apache
helicopters; the Abrams tank; the Eagle, Hor-
net and Harrier aircraft; the Ohio and Los An-
geles Class submarines; the AEGIS Class
cruisers; and the Nimitz Class aircraft carriers,
as well as certain NASA space programs. In
addition to supplying vital parts to our Armed
Forces, DISC also provided emergency sup-
port in times of disaster.

From its headquarters in Northeast Philadel-
phia, DISC military and civilian personnel
maintained a constant flow of critical items 24
hours a day, 7 days a week, to satisfy the
supply needs of the military services. The
Center was responsible for the wholesale sup-
port of industrial and commercial type items to
the military services. These items included
plumbing, wood products, material handling
and facilities maintenance supplies, marine
safety and fire fighting equipment, food service
equipment, imaging and information supplies,
as well as bearings, rope, cable and fittings,
fasteners, hardware, packing and gasket ma-
terials, springs and rings, metal bars, sheets
and shapes, electrical wire and cable, as well
as certain ores, minerals and precious metals.

Active in Philadelphia community affairs,
DISC employees participated in numerous
civic activities in and around the Delaware
Valley. Many employees have earned wide
recognition for their volunteer work in personal
one-to-one relationships with the young, the
old, and the needy through such programs as
Project Reachout and Project Give. The em-
ployees are also key members and leaders in
a host of other community groups and asso-

ciations, such as Boy and Girl Scouts; Little
League; United Way; and in church, veterans
and civic organizations where they participate
in many activities of benefit to the greater
Philadelphia area.

DISC has earned the privilege to fly the
Minuteman flag each year of its existence
through U.S. Saving Bonds participation. This
is a unique record unequaled by any other
major Federal Activity.

As the Defense Industrial Supply Center
Colors are lowered for the last time, I person-
ally extend my sincere praise and appreciation
to Nicholas J. Ranalli, DISC’s Administrator,
and to all military and civilian employees, past
and present, who have been providing dedi-
cated service to our military personnel around
the world since 1962.

The people of Philadelphia and the Nation
can take justifiable pride in a fine job well
done and to look forward to the continuation of
DISC’s vital role in the defense efforts of our
country when the mission of the Defense In-
dustrial Supply Center conjoins its operation
with the Defense Supply Center Philadelphia.
f

TRIBUTE TO BEN TOM ROBERTS

HON. SONNY CALLAHAN
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor a friend and an important constituent
from the First District of Alabama who will be
in my office Thursday on the occasion of his
50th birthday.

Ben Tom Roberts is the current president of
the Alabama Association of Realtors (AAR). In
addition, he is a principle in Roberts Brothers,
Inc., a family-owned business that for more
than 53 years has been serving the real estate
needs of generations of south Alabamians.

Ben Tom’s motivation and inherent knowl-
edge of the real estate industry has propelled
him to one of the foremost leaders in his field.
Not only is he co-owner of Mobile’s largest
real estate firm, he has also served as presi-
dent of the Mobile Area Association of Real-
tors as well as state president of the Real Es-
tate Securities and Syndication Institute.
Clearly, real estate is in Ben Tom’s blood and
the real estate industry in Alabama is truly
benefitting from his leadership, as well as his
considerable experiences.

In addition to Ben Tom’s service to the in-
dustry, he is actively involved in the life of our
community. From the American Cancer Soci-
ety to the United Way, Ben Tom’s philanthropy
has truly spanned the alphabet. It is fair to say
he has given generously of his time and tal-
ents in the service of his fellow man.

In recent years, Ben Tom has held numer-
ous leadership posts, serving as vice chair-
man of the Mobile Chamber of Commerce and
past president of the Country Club of Mobile,
the Chandler YMCA and the Metropolitan
YMCA. In addition, he serves on many
boards, including Southtrust Bank, the Old
Overton Club and the Alabama Golf Associa-
tion.

Ben Tom, and his lovely wife Gale, are ac-
tive members of St. Ignatius Catholic Church
in Mobile, where he is serving as chairman of
the Stephen Ministries. Mr. Speaker, as 50
candles light Ben Tom’s birthday cake, I ask

you to join me in congratulating him on his
outstanding achievements in the real estate
arena, and his support of charitable causes
and community organizations in Mobile and
throughout the state of Alabama.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE PUBLIC
HEARING STANDARDIZATION ACT

HON. JAMES V. HANSEN
OF UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, it is with pleas-
ure that I am introducing the Public Hearing
Standardization Act of 1999. This Act is need-
ed so that the general public can meaningfully
contribute to the process used by federal
agencies to obtain public input. Currently, pub-
lic hearings provide a process to the general
public so that their comments and input can
become part of the official record. However,
because many of the public’s questions re-
main unanswered by federal agencies, this
process has been disappointing for many who
attend these hearings. Public hearings should
also provide a forum for the public to ask
questions of the federal agencies and for the
public to receive from the federal agencies
meaningful responses to questions as part of
the official record.

Presently, public hearings conducted by fed-
eral agencies do not have any standard format
nor parameters as to how they are conducted.
As a result, federal agencies have total discre-
tion in setting rules for public hearings. Unfor-
tunately, these rules frequently do not require
the federal agencies to respond to legitimate
questions asked by the public. This bill in-
tends, therefore, to standardize the proce-
dures used by federal agencies for public
hearings so that the public understands the
rules in conducting such public hearings and
can respond appropriately. It will also give the
public a chance to ask relevant questions and
also a reasonable expectation of receiving an
honest answer from federal agencies.

This is a long-overdue bill which will give
the public beneficial information in regard to
federal agency land management. The public
deserves to have questions answered by fed-
eral agencies in a public forum and this bill,
among other things, will make sure that the
public has this chance. I urge all my col-
leagues to support and co-sponsor the Public
Hearing Standardization Act of 1999.
f

HONORING THE VICTORIA HIGH
SCHOOL VICTORIADORES, VIC-
TORIA, TX

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
honor to the best drill team in the nation and
in the world: the Victoria High School
Victoriadores from Victoria, Texas. Under the
exemplary leadership of D.J. Jaynes,
Victoriadore Director, assisted by Laura
Klimist, Choreographer, this outstanding group
of ladies and gentlemen won many national
honors at the marching Auxiliaries/Seaworld
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National Championship Competition. Their
awards include the Choreography Award for
all dances—jazz, high kick, military, lyrical and
show production; Winner’s Circle (all dances
scored 95 or above from all judges); named
Best in Class for having the highest overall
scores in the competition; and the National
Champion Jacket Winners for earning the
highest score from all categories and all
dances.

After this impressive victory, the
Victoriadores aimed for the championship at
the Miss Dance/Drill Team USA Pageant and
Competition. They easily took first place in
military, high kick and show production and
second place in lyrical, and they earned the
Producers Award for the best overall presen-
tation.

The taste of victory was so sweet, the
Victoriadores decided to take the International
Championship, competing against Japan, Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, Channel Islands, Mexico
and South America. The team won first and
second place in Military and High Kick, with
New Zealand placing third.

This group of students deserves the honors
it has earned. I commend each one of them
to you:

Brooke Adams
Chelsea Akin
Andrea Alvarez
Jennifer Alvarez
Pia Arifiles
Iza Arifiles
Rachel Barber
Samantha Bernal
April Blackwell
Liz Boldt
Meredyth Bryant
Lisa Buckler
Monica Canchola
Misty Cavazos
Stephanie Cernosek
Krysta Chacon
Melissa Chavez
Cody Cole
Kyra Coleman
Cari Collett
Kristin Creech
Carrie Dahlstrom
Nichol Dally
Katie Dayoc
D’Lisa DeLuna
Joey Dominquez
Cash Donahoe
Wendy Dry
Carly Dunnam
Jamie Dybala
Dyann Erwin
Bianca Estrada
Nicole Garcia
Michelle Garcia
Mandy Gaskamp
Clarisa Gonzales
Valarie Gonzales
Amber Grunewald
Lacey Hall
Erin Hanzelka
Megan Hearn
Theresa Hernandez
Brandy Hill
Blair Hunt
Amy Innocenti
Melissa Jecker
Laura Jecker
Eric Jentsch
Ida Jimenez
Kelly Johnson
Allison Jones
Morgan Kallus
Jill Kauffman
Lindsey Klein

Hilary Koenig
Emily Loeb
Amanda Lott
Aimee Lovik
Waverly Lynch
Tara Marek
Kelly Martin
Ashley Martin
Erin Martin
Nina Martinez
Stacy McCants
Sarah McKay
Taysha McKibbon
Tyler Meador
Valerie Medina
Corie Meinke
Garrett Middleton
James Miller
Lori Monclova
Tammy Newbern
Jamie O’Quinn
Jennifer Padilla
Dusty Patek
Aaron Pearson
Matina Pflaum
Sara Quitta
Melissa Ragsdale
Katie Reimann
Natalie Ricks
Brandi Roth
Jennifer Salinas
Brianne Schmidt
Penny Schumacher
Sara Schweke
Jamie Sedlacek
Tenille Shafer
Loren Shafer
Heather Shannon
Justin Sheppard
Brett Shoemaker
Amanda Stewart
Stacey Talley
Juli Teeters
Bianca Tilley
Amanda Trevino
Lauren Tuso
Elane Urbano
Pam Urbish
Jessica Vaughan
Whitney Wilkinson
Lindsey Williams
Laura Windwehen
Melanie Winston

D.J. Jaynes, Victoriadore Director/
Choreographer

Laura Klimist, Choreographer
I am proud to have these national and inter-

national championships in the 14th Congres-
sional District of Texas. I am proud of the
commitment to excellence and perserverance
shown by each student which was necessary
to reach these goals. I am proud of the sup-
port shown by the parents and guardians of
these students which helped them reach their
goals.

I trust all my colleagues join me in congratu-
lating the Victoria High School Victoriadores
on these impressive achievements.
f

HONORING THE ‘‘BLUE RIBBON
SCHOOLS’’ OF CALIFORNIA’S 51ST
DISTRICT

HON. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to rise today to recognize that three
schools in my 51st Congressional District of
California are now being honored as National
Blue Ribbon Schools for 1999.

In alphabetical order, these schools are:
La Costa Heights Elementary School, Carls-

bad, California. The principal is Deborah Blow,
and the superintendent of the Encinitas Union
School District is Douglas DeVore.

Magnolia Elementary School, Carlsbad,
California. The principal is James Boone, and
the superintendent of the Carlsbad School
District is Cheryl Ernst.

Solana Vista School, Solana Beach, Cali-
fornia. The principal is Stephen Ludwiczak,
and the superintendent of the Solana Beach
School District is Ellie Topolovac.

Just this morning, I was honored to call
each of these superintendents myself, to give
them the good news and send my warmest
congratulations.

The National Blue Ribbon Schools program
evaluates schools based upon their effective-
ness in meeting local, state and national edu-
cational goals. In 1999, 266 elementary
schools are recognized as National Blue Rib-
bon Schools, including the three above in Cali-
fornia’s 51st District, five in San Diego County,
and 41 in the State of California. Blue Ribbon
status is awarded to schools that have strong
leadership, clear vision and mission, excellent
teaching and curriculum, policies and practices
that keep the schools safe for learning, ex-
panded involvement of families, evidence that
the school helps all students achieve high
standards, and a commitment to share best
practices with other schools.

I am immensely proud of the men and
women whose outstanding and tireless work in
the interest of better education has now been
recognized through the National Blue Ribbon
Schools program. This is particularly close to
my heart, because, as a former teacher and
coach, and as a father, one of my passions is
improving education so that every American
can have a fighting chance to achieve the
American Dream.

And while these three schools in my district
have now been recognized as National Blue
Ribbon Schools, the real winners are all of the
children, parents, teachers and citizens who

have all been challenged through this recogni-
tion to successfully improve education in all of
their local communities.

As part of the National Blue Ribbon Schools
honor, representatives from each of these
schools will be invited to awards events in
Washington, D.C., this October.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the permanent
RECORD of the Congress of the United States
note the excellence of these three Blue Rib-
bon Schools in California’s 51st District, by in-
cluding summaries of these three schools’ su-
perior work for my colleagues and all of Amer-
ica to read and review.

LA COSTA HEIGHTS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

La Costa Heights Elementary School lo-
cated in Carlsbad, California, is a school
community committed to our motto, ‘‘La
Costa Heights Where Learning Reaches New
Heights.’’ Our mission is to foster confident
students who celebrate learning as a lifelong
experience. Through the collaborative efforts
of our many parents, community members,
and teachers we prepare successful decision
makers for a diverse, every-changing world.
The students at La Costa Heights are edu-
cated in a positive and caring environment
that promotes the achievement of their per-
sonal best, both academically and socially.

Our primary goal for the students of La
Coast Heights is to prepare them to be life-
long learners and productive members of so-
ciety. They are provided a curriculum, which
encourages collaboration, problem solving,
and responsibility for individual learning.
The entire staff and parent community are
involved and committed to providing a
learning environment that will allow each
student to achieve these goals.

It is the vision of our school community
that we be a school the puts children first.
As a school community of teacher leaders,
we are well on our way to achieving this vi-
sion. All staff members take responsibility
for meeting the needs to every child. We
focus on enhancing each student’s learning
and giving them the skills to problem solve
and make choices. Our students learn to ap-
preciate diversity in people through the in-
struction of life skills incorporating honesty,
teamwork, perservance, and self-reliance.

Our school staff is composed of teachers
with expertise in a variety of areas. These
professional willingly share their knowledge
and experiences with all members of our
staff creating a challenging, yet nurturing
environment for our students. As leaders,
the staff has worked together over the past
several years as strong grade level teams,
drawing upon each other’s strengths to cre-
ate programs that challenge yet nurture all
students. Teachers at La Costa Heights are
very helping and welcoming. They are eager
to share ideas, materials, and endearing mo-
ments, because they believe that our
strength comes from our collaboration.

Located in Carlsbad, California, La Costa
Heights School is pat of the Encinitas Union
School District which serves students kin-
dergarten through 6th grade. Opened in April
1987, it currently supports approximately 720
students. The school’s strong reputation for
providing a nurturing yet challenging learn-
ing environment draws new families into the
community. Due to this reputation, the
school draws several families from outside
our immediate attendance area on inter and
intra district transfers. The school serves a
commuter community of middle to upper
class families in the northern coastal region
of San Diego County. Families from several
ethnic backgrounds make up a portion of our
community although only 2% of our popu-
lation represents English Language Learn-
ers. La Costa Heights is also home to a re-
gional special day class for severely handi-
capped students. Due to the stability of the
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community and school enrollment, the ma-
jority of our students attend our school from
kindergarten through sixth grade. Since the
school’s opening in 1987, we have experienced
slow, but steady growth. In the past year,
this growth has accelerated due to new hous-
ing developments in the area. As a school
that was prepared for this growth, we have
been able to provide a very welcoming at-
mosphere for our new families, allowing
them to quickly assimilate into our school
family.

Boasting a strong tradition of vol-
unteerism, one cannot enter the school with-
out finding several parent and community
volunteers working in some capacity to as-
sist in student learning. A spirit of collabo-
ration and innovation pervades the school as
teachers and parents work together to create
solutions to challenges and to create pro-
grams and instruction that have been rep-
licated at other schools in the district.

La Costa Heights Elementary School
serves as the hub of the community in which
it resides. It is a school truly dedicated to its
community and its students. Having formed
several business partnerships, we work to-
gether to both provide for our students, and
in turn teach our students to give back to
their community. Service learning is a
major focus of our curriculum. Teaching an
integrated curriculum that also provides a
service to the community has become a
strength at our school. We work as a commu-
nity to use our existing resources and re-
spond quickly to new challenges in support
of the families and residents of our commu-
nity. The most powerful example of this oc-
curred when a fire struck the La Costa com-
munity in October 1996. The school became
the gathering place for the community as a
luncheon was served by staff members. From
this tragedy grew a tremendous service
learning project which was begun just one
month after the fire. Utilizing our business
partners and working closely with the city of
Carlsbad, a local park was restored and an
educational native plant trail created. From
this beginning, several other service learning
projects have evolved as students experience
their curriculum in a ‘‘hands
on’’environment which is relevant to their
lives.

In preparing our students for the future,
La Costa Heights has placed a strong empha-
sis on bringing technology into our class-
rooms. The staff is aggressive about utilizing
existing technologies while finding ways to
acquire new hardware and software applica-
tions. We have tapped a variety of resources
to update our existing computers and ac-
quire new ones. Students can be found using
technology applications in meaningful ways
on a daily basis at our school.

The students at La Costa Heights are our
stars. Through the many experiential learn-
ing activities in which they have partici-
pated, they have learned to give back to
their community. Our students have also de-
veloped a strong sense of compassion due to
their work with the special needs students.
This is a unique opportunity which we have
embraced.

La Costa Heights’ staff and parents believe
that our collaborative spirit is our greatest
strength. We all work together to create an
environment for each child where his/her
learning can reach new heights.

MAGNOLIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Magnolia Elementary School in Carlsbad,
California is one of seven elementary schools
in the Carlsbad Unified School District, and
is in its 42nd year of operation. We are a K–
6 grade school with a current population of
701 students including 56 students enrolled in
our regional program for the Deaf and Hard

of Hearing. (We provide the Deaf and Hard of
Hearing program for 14 school districts com-
prising the North Coastal Consortium for
Special Education.) Also located at Magnolia
are two District Special Day classes pro-
viding individualized services for special
needs students within Carlsbad Unified
School District. All special needs students at
Magnolia have full access to regular edu-
cation programs and are mainstreamed in
regular education classes, in some cases, for
the entire day. Our growing Hispanic popu-
lation (155) is taught to speak and read
English with the assistance of our ESL
teacher. It’s exciting to see non-English
speaking students become fully bilingual in
a three or 4 year span. Many of our Spanish
speaking students are tri-lingual by 6th
grade. They have mastered English and be-
come fluent in sign language as well. Parents
of students at Magnolia range from unskilled
field laborers, to highly skilled professionals
(physicians, attorneys, dentists, biomedical
research, scientists, etc.)

Magnolia’s parents and teachers hold the
common belief that challenge in education is
important and essential. Our parents want to
see their children challenged and achieve.
They demonstrate their commitment to edu-
cation by supporting our highly active and
involved PTA with volunteer time and do-
nated money to support our arts and phys-
ical education programs that augment our
academic curriculum. Our teachers work
diligently to provide students with a variety
of educational experiences thoughtfully de-
signed, implemented and evaluated to ensure
skill acquisition in all subjects and the op-
portunity to demonstrate those skills
through problem solving activities involving
application and synthesis of acquired knowl-
edge.

Our single story facility is located on a
10.53 acre parcel of land adjacent to Valley
Middle School and one block away from
Carlsbad High School. Fourteen (14)
relocatable classrooms have been added to
our facility over the last 12 years to provide
space for two District special day classes, a
computer lab, and to accommodate class size
reduction in grades 1 through 3. There are 47
certificated and 27 support personnel at Mag-
nolia.

A large athletic field, basketball,
volleyball, handball and tetherball courts
are available for physical education and rec-
reational use. A 5000 square foot garden with
32 raised planting beds and a butterfly enclo-
sure is also located on our campus for in-
structional use. The Strategic Planning
process we have incorporated has helped to
focus our instructional program through the
development of a comprehensive School Site
Plan. Parents, teachers, students, and ad-
ministrators developed the 5 year plan (1995–
2000) designed to meet the educational needs
of our diverse student population.

Magnolia Elementary School’s MISSION
STATEMENT was developed in the Spring of
1995 by a team of 19 individuals representing
parents, teachers, students, classified em-
ployees, and the school administration. Our
Mission reflects the vision we hold for every
student enrolled at Magnolia and we ensure
its implementation by always being our own
best critic.

SOLANA VISTA SCHOOL

Solana Vista is located in Solana Beach,
California. As the only K–3 school of five ele-
mentary schools in the Solana Beach School
District, we focus on meeting the develop-
mental needs of children aged five to eight.
Our diverse population of 400 students in-
cludes English speaking students, English
learners of Hispanic, Asian and European
background, and a high percentage of special

needs students. The academic, social, and
economic needs of our students were consid-
ered when we developed our Mission State-
ment to express our commitment to devel-
oping successful, creative, inquisitive, re-
spectful and responsible students. We accom-
plish this through student-centered instruc-
tion, ongoing assessment, support programs,
parent involvement, and community part-
nerships. Solana Vista was recognized as a
Blue Ribbon School in 1990 and as a Cali-
fornia Distinguished School in 1998. Our cur-
rent school self-assessment shows how our
educational programs and effectiveness as a
primary school have evolved and improved
dramatically since our last Blue Ribbon
award, nearly ten years ago.

At Solana Vista, student-centered instruc-
tion is exemplified by effective teaching
practices and ongoing, multiple assessment
measures. All 21 classrooms participate in
California’s 20:1 student-teacher class size re-
duction program, which allows our teachers
to focus closely on each student’s specific be-
havioral, emotional and academic needs.
Professional development and growth is a
priority. Teachers remain abreast of the lat-
est research by participating in conferences
and workshops each year. We have created
heterogeneous, balanced classes with small
clusters of children receiving resource serv-
ices in certain classes. Teachers use differen-
tial instruction and flexible-skills groupings
to meet all students’ needs. Students tar-
geted for the gifted and talented program
benefit from our Talents Unlimited cur-
riculum, used with all students to foster
critical thinking skills. Last year, our Gifted
and Talented Education Program was rated
exemplary. Approximately 60% of our school
staff are bilingual and provide students al-
ternative instructional delivery systems,
such as Specially Designed Academic In-
struction in English (SDAIE) and sheltered
English instruction.

Our comprehensive curriculum and assess-
ment are aligned with rigorous District and
State Content Standards. Curriculum is inte-
grated, using hands-on, investigative learn-
ing activities to increase student motivation
and engage students in the exploration of
new concepts. Technology such as CD–ROMs
and laser disks support our curriculum. We
employ a four-year cycle for curriculum re-
newal, spearheaded by our School Site Coun-
cil. Committees within the District are in-
volved when the District adopts new, state-
approved materials. Selected teachers pilot
new programs, read current educational re-
search, and review feedback provided by
teachers, administrators and parents to as-
sist them in the decision-making process.

Students’ academic needs are assessed reg-
ularly to ensure the teaching practices used
in the classroom are effective. Assessment is
achieved through a balance of authentic and
standardized data that includes district
math and language arts tests, student work
samples, anecdotal notes, standardized test
results, and running records. Our Student
Success Team identifies and assists students
who are not successful within the regular
classroom structure. In addition, the bilin-
gual resource teacher tracks oral language
development among English Learners and
conducts Student Appraisal Team (SAT)
meetings involving the principal, resource
and classroom teachers, parents, and support
service personnel to discuss students’
progress.

Support programs are in place to provide
for children’s physical, emotional and aca-
demic needs. We have a counseling program
maintained by our bilingual school psycholo-
gist and guidance counselor. The psycologist
works with interns from a local college to
create individual behavior modification
plans, while the guidance counselor works
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with small clusters of students on social
skills and conflict resolution. Our behavior
program called PALS—Positive Attitude to-
ward Learning and School—gives students a
consistent school-wide behavior plan that fo-
cuses on rewards and recognition while de-
emphasizing negative consequences. Reading
intervention programs include our new Mil-
ler Unruh Reading Specialist who works
with small groups of children with reading
difficulties, and the Rolling Readers Pro-
gram that utilizes community volunteers to
tutor children one-on-one. Our Study Buddy
Program pairs students with high school
buddies to assist them with schoolwork, and
provide friendship, and positive role models.

Our parents demonstrate a commitment to
meeting the needs of our school through do-
nations and active participation. Over 10,300
volunteer hours were logged at our school
last year, including volunteers assisting with
programs such as the Rolling Readers, Books
& Beyond, and Super Star Math. Parents
also serve as decisionmakers with represent-
atives sitting on the Solana Beach Board of
Education, School Site Council, District Ad-
visory Forum, and the Foundation for Learn-
ing.

We offer parents support to meet their
children’s needs. On-site before- and after-
school childcare is available. Scholarships
are available for all after-school enrichment
activities. Newsletters and Web sites involve
parents with classroom learning and home-
work assignments. We give extended oppor-
tunities for learning such as the Books & Be-
yond, and Math, Science and Beyond pro-
grams. The bilingual resource teacher, com-
munity liaison, and school nurse make home
visits as needed for our Spanish-speaking
families. Parent education sessions are held
for Spanish-speaking parents on such topics
as ‘‘Reading with Your Child’’ and ‘‘Child
Nutrition.’’

Our community partnerships include busi-
nesses, community volunteers, and sur-
rounding educational institutions. We col-
laborate to create a facility that will meet
the community’s needs. For six years, Mis-
sion Federal Credit Union has provided funds
for earthquake preparedness, our garden
project, and our weather station. Their em-
ployees dedicate many volunteer hours as
reading tutors. Local restaurants and stores
provide student awards for the Books & Be-
yond recreational reading program. The
Solana Beach Foundation for Learning, a
group of parent and community volunteers,
are committed to raising funds for enrich-
ment programs. Their Annual Pledge Drive
raises thousands of dollars each year. We
work closely with local high schools, col-
leges and universities to strengthen our stu-
dents’ educational experience, and to provide
our teachers with support and continuing
professional development.

The Solana Vista School facility was built
in 1971 and has grown from the eleven origi-
nal classrooms to the current 21, reflecting
the growth in the community. We have a
technology center, science laboratory and
on-site childcare center. Traditions such as
our third grade play, art fair, monthly
school sings and community/town meetings
are held in the popular Kiva meeting center
that adjoins the media center/library. The
community uses our extensive grass fields
seven days a week for recreation. We have
collaborative agreements with the Solana
Beach Little League, Solana Beach Soccer
Association, and the City of Solana Beach.
The minimal rate of vandalism and max-
imum community use speaks highly of the
respect our community has for the facility
and programs offered at Solana Vista.

The journey to academic excellence begins
at Solana Vista for our K-3 students. Their
educational progression continues at the

Blue Ribbon Schools of Skyline Elementary
for grades 4–6, Earl Warren Junior High
School and Torrey Pines High School (hon-
ored in 1988, 1992, and 1987, 93, and 98 respec-
tively). Solana Vista and its counterparts
consistently demonstrate quality service to
children and their families that results in su-
perior education, recognition of individual
efforts and a 97% college attendance rate for
current high school graduates.
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IN MEMORY OF THE HONORABLE
JOSE T. QUINATA

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is with a

great sense of sadness that I acknowledge the
passing of one of Guam’s great municipal
leaders. The Honorable Jose T. Quinata,
former mayor of the historical southern village
of Humatac, passed away on April 29, 1999,
at the age of seventy one.

Born on February 16, 1928, to Antonio and
Anastacia Quinata, J.T. or Tun Jose, as he
was popularly known, was committed to serve
and protect the village of Humatak and the is-
land of Guam. Barely in his teens during the
Japanese occupation of Guam, Tun Jose en-
listed in the Guam Militia and later in the
Guam Combat Patrol. Having been part of the
defense of the island against Japanese occu-
piers in 1941, he assisted the United States
Marine Corps in seeking out Japanese sol-
diers immediately after the liberation of Guam
in 1944.

In 1949, Tun Jose gained employment in
the Naval Government’s Police Department as
a guard. This began a law enforcement career
that spanned twenty-six years. As a police offi-
cer, he earned the respect of colleagues and
community members for his strength, fortitude,
and compassion. Upon his retirement from the
police force, his love for the land and southern
traditions carried over through his success as
a farmer. All this time, Tun Jose was deeply
dedicated to the Catholic faith having served
as a parish council member for many years.
He also contributed his time and efforts to
worthwhile civic, community and religious or-
ganizations such as the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica, the Humatak Parksh Council, the Parents-
Teachers Association and the Holy Name So-
ciety.

To be of further service to the village he so
loved, Tun Jose ran, was elected and served
as mayor of Humatac from 1992 to 1996. He
worked tirelessly towards projects and activi-
ties that improved upon the quality of lives for
the people of Humatac. During his tenure, Tun
Jose used the annual festival commemorating
Ferdinand Magellan’s landing on Guam in
1521 to foster goodwill between his village
and the various U.S. military commands under
the Sister Village/Command Program. As
mayor, he was often sought after to give guid-
ance and leadership to villagers. Known for
his amicability, he commanded great re-
spect—often being called upon to work as the
intermediary between political parties.

Tun Jose was a close personal friend of
mine. He and his lovely wife Tan Ana were al-
ways there to be of service to the people of
Humatak and to demonstrate that village’s
hospitality. I will miss him. The people of
Humatak will miss him. Adios Tun Jose.

HONORING JAMES J. DRADDY

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
OF NEW YORK
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, there are people
who accomplish so much that even when
viewed over the course of a lifetime, it seems
larger than life.

Jim Draddy is such a person. He left Man-
hattan College in 1942 and joined the war ef-
fort, serving in the Army Signal Corps doing
cryptanalysis on German and Japanese
codes.

He left the service in 1946 and went into the
music business at Columbia Records. There,
in 1954, he rose to become National Director
of Promotion. Between 1956 and 1975 he
served as Sales Manager for Philco, Mag-
navox, Motorola and Packard Bell and for the
next six years he was Vice President of Lib-
erty Music.

He then moved from bringing music to peo-
ples’ ears to using his golden tongue as Direc-
tor of Public Relations for the New York Med-
ical School from 1981 to 1984 and then
brought his talent to Our Lady of Mercy Med-
ical Center as Director of Public Affairs from
1984 to 1996. He then served for two more
years as Consultant for Public Affairs.

But Jim did not limit himself to mere work.
He was Chairman of the Board of Directors of
Daytop Village, a member of the Bronx Cham-
ber of Commerce, a member of Community
Board #12, a Board Member of the Dominican
Sisters in Ossining, and, of course, a member
of the Friendly Sons of St. Patrick of West-
chester.

He and his wife Patricia have seven children
and nine grandchildren. Jim has been a great
and dear friend of mine for many years. A re-
tirement party is usually joyous, but for me,
and all Jim’s colleagues, our joy in knowing
him is tempered by his leaving. We can only
wish him well.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1141,
1999 EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. DIANA DeGETTE
OF COLORADO
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Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
express my support for the true emergency
spending contained in this conference agree-
ment: Adequate funding for the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization’s (NATO) military actions
in Kosovo; support for operating loans for
America’s farms and farm workers, who are
trying to provide food for our tables without
going bankrupt; relief for our Central American
neighbors who were devastated by Hurricanes
Mitch and Georges; and relief for our Okla-
homa and Kansas residents who were the vic-
tims of terrible tornadoes. These are emer-
gencies that I believe Congress should be act-
ing on in an expeditious manner.

But Mr. Speaker, I cannot support the $15
billion funding package proposed in this Con-
ference Agreement for H.R. 1141, because of
the non-emergency items that are attached to
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it. There were plenty of non-emergency items
attached by the House; and there were plenty
of non-emergency items attached by the other
body; but finally, there were even more non-
emergency items attached by the conferees
we sent to the conference table.

For example, the President asked for $6 bil-
lion in emergency funding for Kosovo-related
military and humanitarian needs; the House
doubled that amount to $12 billion; and our
conferees somehow wrestled that up to $15
billion. It’s almost as if we think the longer we
wait the more ‘‘late penalties’’ we have to pay.
Given even more delay, I’m afraid this Con-
ference Agreement would become the supple-
mental that ate the surplus.

Were our colleagues saving their so-called
emergencies for a rainy day? On this rainy
day, Mr. Speaker, it’s raining money, which
this provision is siphoning out of the Social
Security trust fund. And I cannot support that
misuse of power and abuse of the public’s
trust.
f

EQUAL ACCESS TO REPRODUCTIVE
HEALTH CARE

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ
OF CALIFORNIA
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Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
report to my colleagues the actions of the
House Armed Services Committee. I want to
commend the committee for the important step
it has made toward providing equal access to
reproductive health care for U.S. service-
women and dependents.

During the committee’s debate of the FY
2000 Department of Defense Authorization bill,
I was proud to continue the work of my friend
and our former colleague Congresswoman
Jane Harman. I know my fellow Members join
me in recognition of her efforts in this area.

The bill endorsed today by the committee
safeguards abortion services for those whose
pregnancies are due to rape and incest. This
is good news for American soldiers and de-
pendents, and it’s good news for our armed
forces.

I am disappointed that the committee chose
to reverse the Personnel Subcommittee’s bi-
partisan endorsement of my amendment to re-
verse the ban on privately funded abortions at
U.S. military facilities overseas. Nevertheless,
our fighting men and women—and their fami-
lies—will benefit from the committee’s decision
today.

I look forward to working with my colleagues
on the house floor to ensure that we make life
safer and healthier for our military women and
dependents, because that makes for a better
prepared, more able fighting force. This is in-
deed a major victory for our servicewomen
and military families.
f

HONORING GORDON SOUTH

HON. MARK UDALL
OF COLORADO
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Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor a gifted and compassionate

constituent of mine, Gordon South. Gordon
has made a difference by volunteering his
time and efforts to help protect and support
the environment.

Throughout his life, Gordon has dem-
onstrated his unswerving dedication to the
earth and its inhabitants. Since the time he
was eight years old, Gordon has committed
his summers to helping Dr. Laura de Ghetaldi
with her orphaned fawn and injured deer reha-
bilitation program south of Boulder. This has
not always been an easy task. He has bottle
fed injured deer, tracked down poachers who
have shot re-released deer, and he has
grieved when some of the deer died after val-
iant attempts to save their lives. Such was the
case this year when a black bear mauled and
killed all of the fawns and adult deer in the re-
habilitation program.

In addition to his rehabilitation work, Gordon
has participated in the Boulder County Junior
Ranger Program committing long hours to re-
pairing and building trailheads. He also volun-
teers in the surgical unit and the Foster Pro-
gram at the Humane Society of Boulder Coun-
ty.

On top of his volunteerism, Gordon is a
solid student at Fairview High School where
he competes on the track and cross-country
teams. After graduation this year, he plans to
attend Colorado State University and one day
become a veterinarian.

Mr. Speaker, as our nation is engaged in a
dialogue about our youth and the causes of
youth violence, we must not forget about
those youngsters who are making worthy con-
tributions to our communities. I take great
pride in honoring Gordon South and his
achievements, his passion for the earth its
wildlife, and his future endeavors. His is a les-
son we all can learn from.
f

TRIBUTE TO ROBERT MITCHELL
LOWE

HON. MARION BERRY
OF ARKANSAS
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Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a dear friend, business asso-
ciate, mentor, and father-in-law, Mr. Robert
Mitchell Lowe.

Mr. Bob, as he was known in his home town
of Gillett, AR, was born, raised, and lived the
life of a gentleman by any and all definitions.
He was a superb father and incomparable
grandfather, caring and adoring husband. He
defined southern gentleman.

He taught by example, he loved unselfishly,
and he was never envious of others.

He loved his family unconditionally, just be-
cause they were his. His great joy in life was
doing for his family, especially his grand-
children. He established a place in Gillett, AR
that will be known to his family forever as
‘‘home.’’ A safe haven, where you are always
welcome, loved, cared for and safe.

I took care of Mr. Bob’s business for almost
thirty-five years, and made some monumental
mistakes, but he never once criticized me or
offered a critical word.

His great love for his church, farm, friends
and neighbors is what makes rural America
the great place it is. He was never boastful,
proud, rude, or self-seeking. He was not easily

angered, kept no record of wrongs, always
protected, trusted, hoped, and persevered. He
was happiest on festive occasions, with holi-
day meals and a lap full of adoring grand-
children. He ended all his visits with his grand-
children with ‘‘grand daddy loves you’’ and
none ever doubted that he did.

If as some say, that your children are a true
measure of a man, then Mr. Bob was very
successful. His daughters Carolyn and Martha
and grandchildren Ann, Rebecca, Mitchell and
Catherine would make any man proud, and
are a true legacy.

The world is a better place for his having
lived. All who knew him are enriched by his
kind ways and charm. I was privileged to have
been associated with Mr. Bob.

f

BEST WISHES TO PRESIDENT LEE
TENG-HUI

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
public of China on Taiwan is a modern country
led by President Lee Teng-hui, who believes
that Taiwan’s future lies in a strong democracy
with a free enterprise system. Taiwan’s de-
mocracy is highly renowned in much of the
developing world. Three years ago, Taiwan
citizens freely elected Mr. Lee as their presi-
dent. This was the first democratically-held
election for the people of Taiwan. Moreover,
Taiwan’s free enterprise system has produced
a strong and vibrant economy in addition to a
high standard of living for its people.

On the third anniversary of Taiwan’s free
elections, it is important to realize that Taiwan
appreciates its relationship with the United
States. I wish to pay tribute to President Lee
Teng-hui, Vice President Lien Chan, and For-
eign Minister Jason Hu for their outstanding
leadership. Their leadership has assured that
Taiwan fulfills its potential to become a full-
fledged developed economy. The United
States values their friendship and stands in
support of their work. May their continued
leadership allow Taiwan to forever shine as a
beacon of freedom in the Far East. Our very
best to you President Lee Teng-hui, Vice
President Lien Chan, and Foreign Minister
Jason Hu.

f

HONORING EDNA SKEETE
MITCHELL

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
honor Edna Skeete Mitchell, a marvelous lady
from Barbados, who is celebrating her 100th
birthday.

She was born October 10, 1898, the second
of seven children born to Gertrude and
Charles Skeete. She came to the United
States in 1922 and soon after met and mar-
ried K. Claude Mitchell. They had two children,
both of whom have enjoyed professional suc-
cess.
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Mrs. Mitchell acquired from her grandmother

a recognition that a good education is a ne-
cessity. She and her siblings were all edu-
cated and her children continued that fine tra-
dition here in the United States. Her son
Claude, Jr. received his MSW from City Uni-
versity and her daughter Joan is active in the
Alumnae chapter of Delta Sigma Theta.

After her husband died, she raised her chil-
dren while working at New York Cornell Hos-
pital as a dietitian assistant.

At her family birthday party in October of
last year, family members came from as far
away as Barbados, Canada, Massachusetts
and Virginia as well as the tri-state area to cel-
ebrate her centenary. One nephew from Bar-
bados, who is Consul to Sweden, brought her
a gold heart as a symbol of the kind
heartedness she showed him and others of
the family. Another, a Dean at Howard Univer-
sity, served as emcee.

Mrs. Mitchell still is a member of St. Am-
brose Episcopal Church. She epitomizes what
immigrants have done for America. Giving all
and raising children who, with every genera-
tion, contribute still more. We are fortunate
that she came to us and I congratulate her on
this special birthday.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE INTER-
STATE CLASS ACTION JURISDIC-
TION ACT

HON. BOB GOODLATTE
OF VIRGINIA
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
on behalf on my colleagues Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
BRYANT and Mr. MORAN of Virginia to intro-
duce important bipartisan legislation to correct
a serious flaw in our federal jurisdiction stat-
utes. In recent years, the number of class ac-
tion filings has risen dramatically and the large
majority of these cases are brought in state
courts. A 1999 survey indicates that the num-
ber of state court class actions pending
against surveyed companies has increased by
1,042 percent over the ten-year period 1988–
1998. This increase in class action filings has
been accompanied by a number of abuses of
our judicial system.

Interstate class actions are flooding into cer-
tain state courts because those courts tend to
favor local lawyers in cases against out-of-
state companies; however, state courts are
often ill-equipped to handle such cases. Many
state courts don’t have either the support staff
and other resources or the complex litigation
experience to handle interstate class actions,
which often involve thousands (and sometimes
millions) of purported class members.

In addition to forum-shopping, lawyers fre-
quently exploit major loopholes in federal juris-
diction statutes to block the removal of class
actions that belong in federal court. For exam-
ple, plaintiffs’ counsel may name parties that
are not really relevant to the class claims in an
effort to destroy diversity. In other cases,
counsel may waive federal law claims or
shave the amount of damages claimed to en-
sure that the action will remain in state court.

Some state courts use very lax class certifi-
cation criteria, making virtually any controversy
subject to class action treatment and allowing
state courts to hear purely interstate class ac-

tions. The result is that state courts are in-
creasingly deciding out-of-state residents’
claims against out-of-state companies under
other states’ laws. When state courts preside
over class actions involving claims of residents
of more than one state (especially nationwide
class actions), they end up dictating the sub-
stantive laws of other states, sometimes over
the protests of those other states.

At present, our federal diversity jurisdiction
statutes essentially provide that interstate dis-
putes involving significant sums of money may
be heard in a federal court. But because class
actions (as we now know them) did not exist
when those statutes were initially framed,
class actions were omitted, leading to out-
rageous results. For example, under current
law, a citizen of one state usually may bring
in a federal court a simple $75,001 slip-and-
fall action against a party from another state.
But if a class of 25 million product owners liv-
ing in all 50 states bring claims collectively
worth $15 billion against the product manufac-
turer, that lawsuit usually must be heard in a
state court.

Our legislation offers a solution to class ac-
tion abuse by making it easier for plaintiff
class members and defendants to remove
class actions to federal court, where cases in-
volving multiple state laws are more appro-
priately heard.

This legislation does not limit the ability of
anyone to file a class action lawsuit. It does
not change anybody’s rights to recovery. It
merely closes the loophole, allowing federal
courts to hear big lawsuits involving truly inter-
state issues, while ensuring that purely local
controversies remain in state courts. This is
exactly what the framers of the Constitution
had in mind when they established federal di-
versity jurisdiction.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation.
f

RECOGNIZING STUDENTS WHO
CARE

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER
OF ILLINOIS
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Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, it is often said
that the youth of America are indifferent. We
hear that they simply do not care about the
issues at all, except those narrow issues that
affect them personally. With so many repeat-
ing this view, I am pleased to highlight the ef-
forts of young people in Illinois’ 10th District
that contradict this stereotype.

I recently received a package of letters from
David Hirsch, a teacher in the Deerfield High
School English Department. His sophomore
English class had used the issues in my an-
nual constituent survey for a policy debate
unit, and as part of this unit, each student
wrote a letter to me detailing their opinions on
some of these issues. The 56 letters that I re-
ceived from these young constituents were not
only impressive in that they were well-thought
out and well-written, but equally impressive in
the genuine concern that these young men
and women showed for issues ranging from
the protection of the Earth from pollution to the
protection of children from guns. These stu-
dents also expressed concern about people in
other nations, and our relationships with other

countries like Russia and Iraq. Clearly, these
young people are interested in more than just
their personal agendas. Sophomores, they
may be, but they are hardly sophomoric.

If I may, Mr. Speaker, I’d like to enter into
the record the names of these students to rec-
ognize their efforts. They are: Josh Baker,
Katherine Bolton, Jon Chester, Greg Cole,
Jenny Eck, Julie Fiocchi, Jay Gustafson, Lexi
Hayes, Janna Hoffman, Sari Hirsch, Bridgette
Jung, Sandi Kaplan, Nancy Keene, Chris
Krakowski, Stephanie Laouras, Kerry Lee, El-
liott Levy, Elaine London, Andrew Mast, Steve
Meisinger, Muhammed Mekki, Rob Pantle,
Mary Patchell, Michael Posternack, Jeanette
Schaller, Jeremy Silver, James Sinkovitz, Mat-
thew Spraker, Melissa Spreckman, Jori Swift,
Karli Tracey, Tracy Watson, Zachary Weiner,
Lara Weinstein, and Mara Weisman. I want to
commend all of them for showing interest in
the issues that affect our district, country, and
our world, and I am very happy to represent
them in the Congress.
f

COMMEMORATING THE 19TH ANNI-
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STITUTE FOR TORAH STUDY
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Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize a nationally acclaimed Jewish resi-
dential high school, the Wisconsin Institute for
Torah Study, on its 19th anniversary.

The school, or Yeshiva, was founded in
1980 to provide a unique high school and
post-high school experience. Its programs at-
tract students from major cities across the
country. The high school program offers a
comprehensive Torah study curriculum and,
simultaneously, an intensive college-pre-
paratory general studies program. The Bais
Medrash is the advanced, post high school
program.

As a testament to its growth and strength,
the institute will expand due to steadily in-
creasing enrollment. When completed, the ex-
panded facility will house a new Bais
Medrash, labs and classrooms.

The Wisconsin Institute for Torah Study also
honors this year its twin pillars of strength in
the community: Armin and Hollie Nankin.
Armin, past president of the Jewish Commu-
nity Center and former board member of the
Milwaukee Jewish Federation, and his wife
Hollie have seen the school through some
very difficult moments, and have served hum-
bly and with dignity as a beacon of light and
a source of strength. They have been actively
involved with many other organizations, includ-
ing Hillel Academy and Congregations Beth
Israel and Lake Park Synagogue. They are
the single most generous donors to the expan-
sion campaign of the Wisconsin Institute for
Torah Study, and through their encourage-
ment have caused others to lend support.

The involvement of Armin and Hollie Nankin
is summed up in three phrases: Quick minds,
for their keen insight to the community’s
needs. Strong feelings, for their deep concern
for the people in their lives and the commu-
nity. And, deep impacts for an array of causes
and institutions which are better today for their
involvement.
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In Hebrew, Torah literally means teachings

or learning. By their involvement the Nankins
have taught us the meaning of devotion and
generosity.

Mr. Speaker it is with immense pride and
gratitude that I commend Armin and Hollie
Nankin for their service to the community, and
it is with great happiness and best wishes for
continued success that I congratulate the Wis-
consin Institute for Torah Study on its 19th an-
niversary.

f

HONORING BERNARD CEDARBAUM

HON. NITA M. LOWEY
OF NEW YORK
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, the Scarsdale
Bowl Award, Scarsdale’s highest civic honor,
has been given annually since 1943 to honor
‘‘one who has given unselfishly of time, en-
ergy, and effort to serve the civic welfare of
the community.’’ Today, I would like to recog-
nize a resident of my district who, through
nearly three decades of tireless community
service, perfectly embodies the spirit of this
award.

Since moving to Scarsdale 28 years ago,
Bernard Cedarbaum has chaired or served on
no fewer than ten of Scarsdale’s boards,
councils and committees. He is one of a very
small group of residents to have served on
both the board of education (1979–85) and the
village board of trustees (1993–98). A natural
leader and common sense decision-maker,
Mr. Cedarbaum has presided over the Town
Club, Scarsdale Foundation, Environmental
Advisory Council and Greenacres Association.
Those who have served with Mr. Cedarbaum
admire his intelligence, sense of fairness, rea-
sonable approach to problem-solving, and his
quick sense of humor.

Mr. Cedarbaum’s commitment to a success-
ful professional career has always been bal-
anced with an unyielding dedication to vol-
unteerism. Remarkably, Mr. Cedarbaum dedi-
cated countless hours to the town of
Scarsdale while he worked as a partner at the
law firm of Carter, Ledyard & Milburn, pre-
sided over the New York State Bar Associa-
tion’s Corporation and Business Law Section,
and participated on various committees of the
New York City Association of the Bar.

The Scarsdale Bowl Award marks Mr.
Cedarbaum’s fulfillment of his goal, to make a
valuable contribution to the community in
which he lives. I join with the residents of
Scarsdale in applauding Mr. Cedarbaum’s
commitment to our community and I am proud
to officially recognize this remarkable civic
leader for his many years of service.

f

HONORING GUAM SUPREME COURT
JUSTICE JANET HEALY WEEKS
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, ‘‘Justice’’
is often represented by a blindfolded lady

bearing scales on one hand and a sword and
book on the other. The blindfold symbolizes
equality for all under the law; the scales—bal-
ance; the sword—strength; and the book—in-
tellect.

In my opinion, Guam Supreme Court Justice
Janet Healy Weeks is the absolute personi-
fication of this mythical figure. After having
been personally acquainted with this dynamic
lady for so many years, I have to give her my
deepest respect and admiration. As Microne-
sia’s first woman lawyer and first woman
judge, Justice Weeks’ niche in the annals of
the Guam judicial system had long been se-
cured.

A native of Quincy, Massachusetts, Justice
Weeks received a degree in Chemistry from
Emmanuel College in Boston in 1955. She
holds an L.L.D. from Boston College Law
School and an honorary L.L.D. from the Uni-
versity of Guam. Upon her graduation from
law school in 1958, she was selected for the
Attorney General’s Honor Graduate Program.
She served under that capacity with the De-
partment of Justice in Washington, D.C., until
1961. Having been admitted to practice law in
the District Court of Guam, the Supreme Judi-
cial Court of Massachusetts, the U.S. Court of
Military Appeals, the U.S. Courts of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit, and the Supreme Court
of the United States, Justice Weeks became
an associate in the law firm of Trapp and
Gayle in 1971. In 1973, she was made a part-
ner in the law firm of Trapp, Gayle, Teker,
Weeks & Friedman.

Appointed to the Superior Court of Guam in
1975, she went on to serve as a Superior
Court Judge until 1996 when she was ap-
pointed to the newly created Supreme Court
of Guam. She also sat in the Supreme Court
of the Federated States of Micronesia from
1982 through 1988. From 1977 to 1993 and
again from 1996 until April of this year, Justice
Weeks was designated a judge at the U.S.
District Court of Guam. In 1993, she was ap-
pointed Associate Justice in the Supreme
Court of the Republic of Palau, a position she
holds to this day.

Justice Weeks holds memberships with the
American Bar Association, the Federal Bar As-
sociation, the Guam Bar Association, the
American Trial Lawyers Association, the
American Judges Association and the National
Association of Women Judges. In addition,
she has also been involved with the Guam
Law Revision Commission, the National Con-
ference of Trial Judges, the Territorial Law Li-
brary and the Territorial Crime Commission,
Task Force on Courts, Prosecution and De-
fense. In 1973, she was a member of the
Catholic School Board of Guam.

As a jurist, Justice Weeks is beyond re-
proach. While on the bench, she always en-
deavored to dispense equal justice to all. Fa-
voritism and preferential treatment has no
place in her courtroom. This fact is the source
of my undying respect for her.

Justice Weeks’ devotion to the island of
Guam, its people, and the judicial system is
her utmost legacy. While on Guam, Justice
Weeks lived through some personal misfor-
tunes enough to overcome and embitter the
best among us. For over a quarter of a cen-
tury, she has chosen to stay on Guam and
weather every storm that came her way.
Through it all she maintained her grace and

dignity—another reason why I have looked up
to her all these years.

Last April, Justice Weeks has decided to
step down and retire from the bench. Although
a welcome boon to family and friends, her re-
tirement has surely left a great void within the
island’s judiciary. The decades of service she
dedicated to the people of Guam has truly
earned her a place in our hearts. Her hus-
band, retired Navy Commander George H.
Weeks, and their children, Susan and George,
certainly have every right to celebrate and be
proud of this esteemed lady, dedicated jurist,
and fellow public servant. On behalf of the
people of Guam, I say, ‘‘Si Yu’os Ma’ase’’ to
a distinguished community leader for having
been such an exemplary role model and for
her invaluable services to the island of Guam.

f
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, just over forty
years ago a young man came to our country
who, like so many before him, was seeking a
better life. And like so many before him, he
not only found that better life but made our
country better for his coming here. John Peter
Calvelli is one of those individuals.

John was born in Vico, Aprigliano in the
province of Cosenza, Italy. On January 24th,
1958 he married his wife Rose and they were
blessed with two children, Louis and John.
Upon his arrival in the United States in August
of 1958, John began working for G.A.L., an el-
evator company currently located in the Bronx
and in 1971 joined the New York City Transit
Authority as a car inspector, where he re-
ceived many commendations for his job per-
formance. During his spare time he devoted
many hours to the betterment of our local
community through his active involvement in
many worthwhile charitable organizations. He
is an active member and Past President of the
San Fili Fraternity Club, an organization dedi-
cated to promoting the Italian heritage organi-
zation as well as providing needed funds to
students to help defray the increasing cost of
higher education. His active participation as a
lay leader for the Salesian Cooperators has
served as a source of religious, spiritual and
financial support for the students and faculty
of Salesian High School. This spirit of commu-
nity concern is manifested in his children:
Louis serves as the Vice President for Devel-
opment of Salesian High School and John
serves as my Administrative Assistant.

On the evening of Friday, May 14, 1999
members and friends of the NYC Transit Au-
thority will be hosting a dinner to celebrate a
new chapter in John’s life: his retirement. I am
confident that he will spend the coming years
to continue his work on behalf of our commu-
nity and spend time with his new grandchild,
John Domenico. I salute him and thank him
for his work on behalf of the entire community
and look forward to sharing many special
events in the coming years with him and the
entire Calvelli family.
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BUSINESS MEAL DEDUCTION

LEGISLATION

HON. MAC COLLINS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce legislation which provides much
needed tax relief to working Americans who
travel extensively for a living and are subject
to the hours of service limitations of the De-
partment of Transportation. The Taxpayer Re-
lief Act of 1997 included a provision which
phased in over ten years an increase in the
deductibility of business meal expenses from
50 percent to 80 percent for these individuals.
However, that phase in is simply too long. My
legislation is very straightforward. It will accel-
erate the timetable and make the 80 percent
deduction effective for tax years beginning
after December 31, 1999. Like current law, the
acceleration is applicable to individuals subject
to Department of Transportation hours of serv-
ice limitations.

This measure is important because the Fed-
eral government requires thousands of work-
ers to spend many nights away from home. As
a result, these individuals spend funds on
meals that would otherwise not be expended.
These expenses are not made on elaborate,
expensive business meals. These purchases
are more typically made at roadside facilities
when travelers must stop for the night in order
to comply with Federal regulations. However,
the consistency of these required purchases
ensure even frugal meal purchases add up to
significant amounts annually.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my colleagues
to join me in the effort to provide a modest tax
reduction for the working men and women of
this country who travel the highways for a liv-
ing.
f

COMMENDING THE GARY, INDIANA
NAACP

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct pleasure to commend the members of the
Gary, Indiana, branch of the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP). On Friday, May 21, 1999, the Gary
NAACP will hold its 36th Annual Life Member-
ship Banquet and Scholarship Dinner at the
St. Timothy Community Church in Gary, Indi-
ana.

This annual event is a major fundraiser for
the Gary branch of the NAACP. The funds
generated through this activity, and others like
it, go directly to the organization’s needed pro-
grams and advocacy efforts. In addition, the
dinner serves to update and keep the commu-
nity aware of the activities, accomplishments,
and accolades of the local and national chap-
ters of the NAACP on an annual basis.

The featured speaker at this gala event will
be South Carolina’s Congressman James E.
Clyburn. Representative Clyburn represents
the 6th Congressional District of South Caro-
lina and was first elected to Congress in No-
vember of 1992. He currently serves as the

Chairman of the Congressional Black Caucus
and is a Life Member of the NAACP.

This year the Gary NAACP will honor five
outstanding leaders for their efforts to further
equality in society. Joining more than five hun-
dred outstanding civil, community, and reli-
gious leaders of the region, the following dis-
tinguished individuals will be inducted as life
members of the Gary NAACP: Louise Lee,
Foster Stephens, and Father Pat Gaza of
Gary, Indiana; James Sudlek of Hammond, In-
diana; and Joyce Washington of Calumet City,
Illinois.

The Gary NAACP was organized in 1915 by
a group of residents that felt there was a need
for an organization that would monitor and de-
fend the rights of African-Americans in North-
west Indiana. The national organization, of
which the Gary branch is a member, focuses
on providing better and more positive ways of
addressing the important issues facing minori-
ties in social and job-related settings. Like the
national organization, the Gary branch of the
NAACP serves its community by combating in-
justice, discrimination, and unfair treatment in
our society.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to join me in paying tribute
to Louise Lee, Foster Stephens, James
Sudlek, Father Pat Gaza, and Joyce Wash-
ington, as well as the other members of the
Gary NAACP for the efforts, activities, and
leadership that these outstanding men and
women have utilized to improve the quality of
life for all residents of Indiana’s First Congres-
sional District.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE STALKING
PREVENTION AND VICTIM PRO-
TECTION ACT OF 1999

HON. SUE W. KELLY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today for
the purpose of introducing the Stalking Pre-
vention and Victim Protection Act of 1999.
This legislation addresses a problem of in-
creasing prevalence in our nation. While stalk-
ing is perhaps most popularly regarded as a
crime only to be dealt with by celebrities with
bodyguards and fortress-like estates, this is
simply not the case. According to statistics re-
leased by the Justice Department, over
1,000,000 women and 370,000 men are vic-
timized by stalkers every year. These esti-
mates greatly exceed previous estimates, and
clearly indicate a need for legislative redress.
For this reason, I am reintroducing legislation
that will provide greater protection to stalking
victims.

This legislation builds on an important anti-
stalking law enacted in 1996. The Interstate
Stalking Punishment and Prevention Act,
which was introduced by my colleague Con-
gressman Royce, marked a significant stride
in the effort to stop and prevent stalking, as it
established for the first time federal penalties
for interstate stalking. My bill seeks to en-
hance the ability of law enforcement to arrest
and prosecute stalkers by broadening the defi-
nition of stalking to include interstate commu-
nications such as mail and e-mail. Further-
more, by criminalizing ‘‘threatening behavior’’
as opposed to ‘‘the demonstration of specific

threats,’’ this bill closes a loophole commonly
used by accused stalkers to avoid conviction.
The bill also include bail restrictions and en-
hanced sentencing provisions for repeat-of-
fenders, along with the requirement that a
mandatory protection order be issued for the
victim.

I’ve seen first-hand the horrible effects
wrought on the lives of innocent people by
stalkers. I’ve met people who face each day
with an overwhelming fear for their safety,
people whose spirits have been worn down by
a undaunted menace. Congress must do more
to protect these people, and I see this legisla-
tion as an important step in that direction. I
certainly hope that my colleagues will agree
with me.
f

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 1835,
NORTH KOREA THREAT REDUC-
TION ACT OF 1999

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to

announce the introduction of the North Korea
Threat Reduction Act of 1999, H.R. 1835. I am
joined in introducing this legislation by a very
distinguished bipartisan list of cosponsors, in-
cluding Congressmen SHERROD BROWN and
MARK SANFORD of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations, CHRIS COX, chairman of
our House Republican Policy Committee,
JOHN KASICH, chairman of our Committee on
the Budget, JOE KNOLLENBERG of our Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and DAVID MCINTOSH
of our Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

This legislation seeks to improve U.S. policy
toward North Korea by weaving together the
various elements of our policy into a com-
prehensive whole, and redirecting our policy in
ways that will better advance our national in-
terest.

It has long been obvious that U.S. policy to-
ward North Korea is in need of an overhaul.
That is why the Administration agreed last
year to appoint a Special Policy Coordinator
for North Korea, Dr. William Perry, to review
the policy and make recommendations for re-
structuring it.

The legislation that we are introducing today
is designed to complement and reinforce Dr.
Perry’s efforts to rationalize U.S. policy toward
North Korea. Our new policy must be: com-
prehensive; integrated and coordinated with
our Japanese and South Korean allies;
backed by strengthened conventional military
deterrence and theater missile defense; en-
gender a willingness to undertake tough
measures in the name of national security;
and be founded on a step-by-step program of
conditional reciprocity.

There remains a great deal of skepticism in
the Congress about the 1994 Agreed Frame-
work between the United States and North
Korea, under which North Korea has become
the largest recipient of U.S. foreign assistance
in East Asia. The underground facility at
Kumchang-ri may indicate that North Korea
continues to pursue a nuclear weapons pro-
gram notwithstanding the Agreed Framework.
Other press reports suggest that North Korea
may be building a parallel, uranium-based nu-
clear program.
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Despite the skepticism of many of us in

Congress, H.R. 1835 does not seek to termi-
nate U.S. support for the Agreed Framework.
To the contrary, our legislation would, for the
first time ever, authorize the Administration’s
full request for U.S. assistance to the Korean
Peninsula Energy Development Organization
in FY 2000. The Administration’s request of
$55 million includes a $20 million increase
over this year’s funding level, and we have not
taken issue with this increase.

We have, however, insisted on strict adher-
ence by North Korea to its obligations under
the Agreed Framework before these funds can
be released. Our conditions are, with one ex-
ception, based on those contained in current
law, and therefore should be acceptable to the
Administration.

The one exception is a new requirement we
have added for a certification by the President
that North Korea is not seeking to develop or
acquire the capability to enrich uranium. This
requirement is intended to draw attention to
the fact that it would make no sense for the
United States to proceed with the Agreed
Framework—which fundamentally is intended
to deny North Korea plutonium that it could
use to build nuclear bombs—if North Korea is
developing the capability to enrich uranium as
an alternative source of fissile material.

Our legislation also insists on strict compli-
ance by North Korea with its obligations under
the Agreed Framework before key U.S. nu-
clear components can be transferred to North
Korea in connection with the construction
there of two light water nuclear reactors. The
Agreed Framework’s most important require-
ments in this respect are that the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) must be fully
satisfied that North Korea is not cheating on
its obligations under the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty, and that North Korea must
allow the IAEA to carry out whatever inspec-
tions it deems necessary to verify that North
Korea is not cheating. Under our legislation,
key U.S. nuclear reactor components cannot
be transferred to North Korea unless the
President certifies that these requirements of
the Agreed Framework have been met, and
Congress has approved legislation concurring
in the President’s certification.

Our legislation addresses the North Korean
missile threat by conditioning any relaxation of
the current U.S. trade embargo of North Korea
on progress in eliminating that threat. Specifi-
cally, our legislation requires North Korea to
accept the Administration’s current demands
that North Korea institute a total ban on mis-
sile exports, and terminate its long-range mis-
sile program.

Finally, our legislation addresses a number
of other elements of our North Korea policy.
The legislation requires effective monitoring of
U.S. food shipments to North Korea to ensure
that the assistance is not being diverted to the
North Korean military. It authorizes $10 million
to begin to set up a joint early warning system
in the Asia-Pacific region to continuously
share information on missile launches de-
tected by governments participating in the sys-
tem. It authorizes $30 million to assist North
Korean refugees in China and to support the
resettlement of such refugees in South Korea
and other neighboring countries.

We do not anticipate moving H.R. 1835 for-
ward through the legislative process until we
have received Dr. Perry’s recommendations
regarding U.S. policy toward North Korea. As

Dr. Perry completes his final deliberations later
this month, it is imperative that his policy rec-
ommendations address the issues identified in
H.R. 1835 if the Administration hopes to gar-
ner the support of Congress and the American
people. We are confident that Dr. Perry’s rec-
ommendations will address these issues, and
that the upshot will be a convergence between
Congress and the Administration over policy
toward North Korea.

H.R. 1835
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘North Korea
Threat Reduction Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Under the Agreed Framework of Octo-

ber 21, 1994, the Democratic People’s Repub-
lic of Korea (North Korea) committed to
freeze and eventually dismantle its nuclear
program, in exchange for annual deliveries of
500,000 tons of heavy fuel oil, and the con-
struction of two 1,000 megawatt light water
nuclear power reactors costing approxi-
mately $5,000,000,000.

(2) The discovery of an apparent under-
ground nuclear-related facility at
Kumchang-ri, North Korea brought into
question North Korea’s commitment to abide
by the conditions of the 1994 Geneva Agreed
Framework.

(3) North Korea’s ongoing development,
production, testing, deployment, and pro-
liferation of ballistic missiles presents a
clear and present danger to forward-deployed
United States Armed Forces in Asia, United
States friends and allies, and the United
States.

(4) North Korea has become the largest re-
cipient of United States foreign assistance in
East Asia, valued at over $225,000,000 in 1998
alone.

(5) North Korea is a major producer of
opium and increasingly is involved in illicit
narcotics trafficking.
SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE FOR THE KOREAN PENIN-

SULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT ORGA-
NIZATION.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated for fiscal year 2000 $55,000,000
for assistance to the Korean Peninsula En-
ergy Development Organization (KEDO).

(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT—Assistance
under paragraph (1) may be provided not-
withstanding any other provision of law
(other than subsections (b), (c), (d), and (e) of
this section).

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO NUCLEAR
REACTOR CONSTRUCTION.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, none of the funds
authorized to be appropriated by subsection
(a), or made available under any other provi-
sion of law, may be used to assist the con-
struction of nuclear reactors in North Korea.

(c) CONDITIONS FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
none of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by subsection (a), or made available
under any other provision of law, may be
made available to KEDO, or for assistance to
North Korea for purposes related to the
Agreed Framework, until the President de-
termines and reports to the Committees on
International Relations and Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committees on Foreign Relations and Appro-
priations of the Senate that—

(1) the parties to the Agreed Framework
have taken and continue to take demon-
strable steps to implement the Joint Dec-
laration on Denuclearization in which the

Government of North Korea has committed
not to test, manufacture, produce, receive,
possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear weap-
ons, and not to possess nuclear reprocessing
or uranium enrichment facilities;

(2) the parties to the Agreed Framework
have taken and continue to take demon-
strable steps to pursue the North-South dia-
logue;

(3) North Korea is complying with all pro-
visions of the Agreed Framework;

(4) the effort to can and safely store all
spent fuel from North Korea’s graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors has been successfully
concluded;

(5) North Korea has not diverted assistance
provided by the United States for purposes
for which it was not intended;

(6) the United States has reached agree-
ment with North Korea satisfying United
States concerns regarding suspect under-
ground construction, and North Korea has
complied with its obligations under that
agreement;

(7) North Korea is not seeking to develop
or acquire the capability to enrich uranium,
or any additional capability to reprocess
spent nuclear fuel; and

(8) the United States has made and is con-
tinuing to make significant progress on
eliminating the North Korean ballistic mis-
sile threat, including its ballistic missile ex-
ports.

(d) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS PENDING SOLICI-
TATION OF ALL POTENTIAL DONOR GOVERN-
MENTS TO KEDO.—Amounts appropriated in
excess of $35,000,000 pursuant to the author-
ization of appropriations under subsection
(a) may not be made available to KEDO until
the President determines and reports to the
Committees on International Relations and
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committees on Foreign Rela-
tions and Appropriations of the Senate
that—

(1) the United States has asked all poten-
tial donor governments, including Taiwan,
to contribute to KEDO;

(2) no contributions offered uncondition-
ally by such governments to KEDO have
been declined; and

(3) even after such contributions are re-
ceived, KEDO will have financial require-
ments in fiscal year 2000 that can only be
met by the provision of more than $35,000,000
in assistance from the United States.

(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF SPECIAL AUTHORI-
TIES.—The authority of section 614 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2364) may not be used to authorize the provi-
sion of assistance that cannot be provided
due to any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on release of funds that is contained in
subsection (b), (c), or (d).
SEC. 4. FOOD ASSISTANCE TO NORTH KOREA.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated by section 3(a), or made available
under any other provision of law, may be
made available for food assistance for North
Korea until the President determines and re-
ports to the Committees on International
Relations and Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Committees on For-
eign Relations and Appropriations of the
Senate that—

(1) the Government of the Republic of
Korea concurs in the delivery and procedures
for delivery of United States food assistance
to North Korea;

(2) previous United States food assistance
to North Korea has not been significantly di-
verted to military use;

(3) North Korean military stocks have been
expended to respond to unmet food aid needs
in North Korea.

(4) the United Nations World Food Pro-
gram or other private voluntary organiza-
tions registered with the United States
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Agency for International Development have
been permitted to take and have taken all
reasonable steps to ensure that food deliv-
eries will not be diverted from intended re-
cipients, including unannounced, unsched-
uled, and unsupervised visits to recipient in-
stitutions and farmers’ markets by Korean-
speaking monitors affiliated with the United
Nations World Food Program or other pri-
vate voluntary organizations registered with
the United States Agency for International
Development; and

(5) the United States Government has di-
rectly, and indirectly through appropriate
international organizations, encouraged
North Korea to initiate fundamental struc-
tural reforms of its agricultural sector.
SEC. 5. RESTRICTIONS ON NUCLEAR COOPERA-

TION WITH NORTH KOREA.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law or any international
agreement, no agreement for cooperation (as
defined in sec. 11 b. of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2014 b.)) between the
United States and North Korea may become
effective, no license may be issued for export
directly or indirectly to North Korea of any
nuclear material, facilities, components, or
other goods, services, or technology that
would be subject to such agreement, and no
approval may be given for the transfer or re-
transfer directly or indirectly to North
Korea of any nuclear material, facilities,
components, or other goods, services, or
technology that would be subject to such
agreement, until—

(1) the President determines and reports to
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
that—

(A) North Korea has come into full compli-
ance with its safeguards agreement with the
IAEA (INFCIRC/403), and has taken all steps
that have been deemed necessary by the
IAEA in this regard;

(B) North Korea has permitted the IAEA
full access to all additional sites and all in-
formation (including historical records)
deemed necessary by the IAEA to verify the
accuracy and completeness of North Korea’s
initial report of May 4, 1992, to the IAEA on
all nuclear sites and material in North
Korea.

(C) North Korea is in full compliance with
its obligations under the Agreed Framework;

(D) North Korea is in full compliance with
its obligations under the Joint Declaration
on Denuclearization;

(E) North Korea does not have the capa-
bility to enrich uranium, and is not seeking
to acquire or develop such capability, or any
additional capability to reprocess spent nu-
clear fuel;

(F) North Korea has terminated its nuclear
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such
weapons; and

(G) the transfer to North Korea of key nu-
clear components, under the proposed agree-
ment for cooperation with North Korea and
in accordance with the Agreed Framework,
is in the national interest of the United
States; and

(2) there is enacted a joint resolution stat-
ing in substance that the Congress concurs
in the determination and report of the Presi-
dent submitted pursuant to paragraph (1).

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—The restrictions con-
tained in subsection (a) shall apply in addi-
tion to all other applicable procedures, re-
quirements, and restrictions contained in
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and other
laws.
SEC. 6. CONTINUATION OF RESTRICTIONS ON

TRANSACTIONS WITH NORTH KOREA
PENDING PROGRESS ON BALLISTIC
MISSILE ISSUES.

(a) CONTINUATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—

(1) CONTINUATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—All
prohibitions and restrictions on transactions
and activities with North Korea imposed
under section 5(b) of the Trading with the
Enemy Act (as in effect on July 1, 1977), as
set forth in part 500 of title 31, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations as in effect on April 1, 1999,
shall remain in effect until the President
submits the determination and report de-
scribed in subsection (b), and—

(A) the authority of section 501.803 of title
31, Code of Federal Regulations (relating to
the authority to modify chapter V of title 31,
Code of Federal Regulations) and other pro-
visions of law may not be used to modify
such prohibitions and restrictions, as in ef-
fect on such date, and

(B) no prohibition or restriction on trans-
actions or activities set forth in subpart B of
part 500 of title 31, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, as in effect on April 1, 1999, may be au-
thorized after that date, other than those
transactions and activities specifically au-
thorized under subpart E of such part,
until such determination and report are so
submitted.

(2) REVOCATION OF PRIOR MODIFICATIONS AND
AUTHORIZATIONS.—Any modification other-
wise prohibited under paragraph (1)(A) that
is made after April 1, 1999, and before the
date of enactment of this Act, and any au-
thorization granted after April 1, 1999, and
before the date of enactment of this Act, for
a transaction or activity otherwise prohib-
ited under paragraph (1)(B), shall be revoked
as of such date of enactment.

(b) TERMINATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—The de-
termination and report referred to in sub-
section (a) is a determination by the Presi-
dent, reported to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate, that—

(1) North Korea has agreed to institute a
total ban on exports of missiles, missile com-
ponents, and missile technology;

(2) there is no credible evidence that North
Korea has, during the 1-year period prior to
the date of the President’s determination,
exported missiles, missile components, or
missile technology;

(3) North Korea has terminated its long-
range missile program, including all efforts
to acquire, develop, test, produce, or deploy
such missiles;

(4) North Korea is in full compliance with
its obligations under the Agreed Framework;

(5) North Korea is in full compliance with
its obligations under the Joint Declaration
on Denuclearization;

(6) North Korea does not have the capa-
bility to enrich uranium, and is not seeking
to acquire or develop such capability, or any
additional capability to reprocess spent nu-
clear fuel; and

(7) North Korea has terminated its nuclear
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such
weapons; and

(c) REIMPOSITION OF RESTRICTIONS.—Should
the President become aware of information
establishing that North Korea—

(1) has exported missiles, missile compo-
nents, or missile technology,

(2) is seeking to acquire, develop, test,
produce, or deploy long-range missiles,

(3) is not in full compliance with its obliga-
tions under the Agreed Framework or the
Joint Declaration on Denuclearization,

(4) has the capability to enrich uranium or
is seeking to acquire or develop such capa-
bility or additional capability to reprocess
spent nuclear fuel, or

(5) is seeking to acquire, develop, test,
produce, or deploy nuclear weapons,
then the requirements of subsection (a) shall
be reimposed notwithstanding any deter-

mination and report submitted under sub-
section (b).
SEC. 7. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE IN THE

ASIA-PACIFIC REGION.
(a) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES.—It shall

be the policy of the United States to work
with friendly governments in the Asia-Pa-
cific region to develop and deploy ballistic
missile defense capable of countering bal-
listic missile threats in the region.

(b) JOINT EARLY WARNING SYSTEM.—Of the
funds appropriated to carry out the provi-
sions of section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol for fiscal year 2000, up to $10,000,000 is
authorized to be made available to support
the establishment of a joint early warning
system in the Asia-Pacific region. Such sys-
tem shall have as its purpose the continuous
sharing of information on missile launches
detected by the governments participating in
the system, and may include the establish-
ment by such governments of a joint early
warning center.
SEC. 8. REFUGEES FROM NORTH KOREA.

(a) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES.—It shall
be the policy of the United States to oppose
the involuntary return of the North Korean
refugees to North Korea, to support the pro-
vision of international assistance to such
refugees in the People’s Republic of China
and other countries of asylum, and to facili-
tate the resettlement of such refugees in
South Korea and other neighboring coun-
tries.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE FOR REF-
UGEES FROM NORTH KOREA.—Of the funds ap-
propriated for ‘‘Migration and Refugee As-
sistance’’ for fiscal year 2000, up to $30,000,000
is authorized to be made available for assist-
ance to North Korean refugees in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and other countries
of asylum, and to support the resettlement
of such refugees in South Korea and other
neighboring countries.
SEC. 9. REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE AGREED

FRAMEWORK.
Not later than 90 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the President shall sub-
mit to the Committees on International Re-
lations and Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Committees on For-
eign Relations and Appropriations of the
Senate a report on the following:

(1) The projected total cost of the two 1000
MW(e) light water nuclear reactors that are
to be constructed in North Korea pursuant to
the Agreed Framework, the portion of this
total cost that South Korea and Japan have
committed to pay, the potential sources of
funding for the portion of this total cost that
South Korea and Japan have not committed
to pay, and the maximum portion of this
total cost, if any, that the President antici-
pates will be paid by the United States.

(2) Of the projected total cost identified in
response to paragraph (1), the portion of this
cost that North Korea will be obligated to
repay, the likely terms upon which such re-
payment will be required, and the possible
sources of revenue from which such repay-
ment will be made.

(3) The degree to which North Korea’s elec-
trical power distribution network will have
to be upgraded in order to distribute the
electrical power that will be generated by
the two 1000 MW(e) light water nuclear reac-
tors that are to be constructed in North
Korea pursuant to the Agreed Framework,
the projected cost of such upgrades, and the
possible sources of funding for such up-
grades.

(4) The advantages to North Korea of build-
ing non-nuclear power plants rather than
light water nuclear power plants, including—

(A) the cost saving that could be realized
by building non-nuclear electric power
plants with a total generation capacity of
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2000 MW(e) rather than two light water nu-
clear power plants with that same capacity;

(B) the projected date by which non-nu-
clear electric power plants with a total gen-
eration capacity of 2000 MW(e) could be com-
pleted, compared with the projected date by
which two light water nuclear power plants
with that same capacity will be completed;
and

(C) the advantages for electric power dis-
tribution that could be realized by building a
number of non-nuclear electric power plants
with a total generation capacity of 2000
MW(e) rather than two light water nuclear
power plants with that same capacity.
SEC. 10. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) AGREED FRAMEWORK.—The term

‘‘Agreed Framework’’ means the ‘‘Agreed
Framework Between the United States of
America and the Democratic People’s Repub-
lic of Korea’’, signed in Geneva on October
21, 1994, and the Confidential Minute to that
Agreement.

(2) IAEA.—The term ‘‘IAEA’’ means the
International Atomic Energy Agency.

(3) KEDO.—The term ‘‘KEDO’’ means the
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Orga-
nization.

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea.

(5) LONG RANGE MISSILE.—The term ‘‘long
range missile’’ means a missile with a range
of 1000 kilometers or more.

(6) JOINT DECLARATION ON
DENUCLEARIZATION.—The term ‘‘Joint Dec-
laration on Denuclearization’’ means the
Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of
the Korean Peninsula, signed by the Repub-
lic of Korea and the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea on January 1, 1992.

f

SENIORS SAFETY ACT OF 1999

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, crimes and
abuses against senors have become an in-
creasing problem in America. From physical
assault to health care fraud and telemarketing
scams, which cost Americans approximately
$40 billion per year, our seniors are being
abused physically and financially. Such
abuses take place intentionally, but also in the
form of neglect. For example, seniors in nurs-
ing homes often fail to receive the care and
medications they need—an alarming occur-
rence considering that some experts estimate
that over 40 percent of seniors will need some
form of nursing care.

This is why I, along with Representatives
UDALL and HOEFFEL, am introducing the Sen-
iors Safety Act of 1999. This bill represents a
comprehensive solution to the problems I’ve
just described. It takes a two-pronged ap-
proach—prevention and punishment—to
crimes against seniors, including health care
fraud, injury, telemarketing scams, nursing
home neglect.

In addressing prevention, the bill directs the
Attorney General to conduct a study of what
crimes are committed, what the risk factors
are, and what strategies can prevent future
occurrences. From that information, we can
create real solutions to this ever-increasing
problem. The bill also directs the Sentencing
Commission to determine whether enhanced

punishments would deter such crimes from re-
curring.

We are facing a crisis in this country—a cri-
sis of abuse and neglect of America’s seniors.
With this legislation, we can work in a bipar-
tisan manner with our colleagues in the House
and Senate to ensure that they are not taken
advantage of anymore.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
PRESIDENT OF TAIWAN, THE
HONORABLE LEE TENG-HUI

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA
OF AMERICAN SAMOA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, on be-

half of our colleagues in the United States
Congress and our great Nation, I want to take
this opportunity to extend to the President of
Taiwan, the Honorable Lee Teng-Hui, our
deepest congratulations on his third anniver-
sary in office, which shall be celebrated tomor-
row, May 20th.

Mr. Speaker, President Lee is to be com-
mended for his astute leadership of the affairs
of Taiwan, which is reflected by Taiwan’s envi-
able position of prosperity and stability as it
prepared to enter the 21st century.

While much of the Asia-Pacific region is still
mired in the turbulent winds of the Asian finan-
cial crisis. Taiwan’s economy has weathered
the storm remarkably well. In the last three
years, President Lee’s policies have directly
contributed to steady economic growth in Tai-
wan.

Mr. Speaker, President Lee is to be further
commended for expending Taiwan’s sub-
stantive relations with countries in the inter-
national community. Taiwan is too important of
an economic force to be relegated into political
isolation. to that effect, President Lee must be
credited with recently establishing diplomatic
ties with the nation of Macedonia.

I am also encouraged, Mr. Speaker, that
President Lee has acknowledged the critical
importance of Maintaining positive relations
with the People’s Republic of China. In rec-
ognition of that vital goal, President Lee has
strongly supported continuing the Cross-Strait
Dialogue with the PRC. This dialogue is cru-
cial for resolving misunderstandings between
Beijing and Taipei and Washington, and is of
fundamental importance in maintaining peace
and stability in the Taiwan Strait and for all of
Asia.

Mr. Speaker, the people of the United
States have been and will always be close
friends of the good people of Taiwan. At this
auspicious time celebrating the third anniver-
sary of President Lee’s tenure in office, let us
all join in wishing President Lee and the peo-
ple of Taiwan continued good health, peace
and prosperity in the years ahead.
f

INDIAN DEFENSE MINISTER’S
STATEMENT SHOWS THAT INDIA
IS ANTI-AMERICAN

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 19, 1999
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, we knew that

India was a repressive tyranny. Now they

have shown us how anti-American they are. I
was offended by an article in the May 18 issue
of the Indian Express, which Dr. Gurmit Singh
Aulakh, President of the Council of Khalistan,
shared with me. In the article, the Indian De-
fense Minister, a man named George
Fernandes, describes the United States as
‘‘vulgarly arrogant’’ and accused the United
States and NATO of ‘‘aggression against
Yugoslavia.’’

The meeting he was addressing, which was
called by India, was also attended by rep-
resentatives from China, Cuba, Yugoslavia,
Russia, Libya, and Iraq, which leads me to
wonder where the North Koreans were. They
belong in this motley collection of America-
bashers as much as any of these other coun-
tries.

The article says that everyone at the meet-
ing agreed that ‘‘We have to stop the U.S. It
started with Iraq, now Yugoslavia. We don’t
know who’s next.’’ The Russian Ambassador
asked ‘‘India and China to join us in stopping
U.S. attempts to dominate the world.’’

I would like to remind my colleagues that
India is one of the largest recipients of Amer-
ican foreign aid. Does this sound to you like
a country we should be supporting with the tax
dollars of the American people? It doesn’t
sound like that kind of country to me.

Remember that it was India that started the
nuclear arms race in South Asia by setting off
five nuclear devices. It is India that refuses to
sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.
India has attacked Pakistan twice and invaded
Sri Lanka once.

Whether or not one agrees with President
Clinton’s policy in Kosovo, we went there to
stop the ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ of the Kosovars by
the Serbian government. Yet we have averted
our glance from a similar campaign throughout
India, a situation the Indian Supreme Court
described as ‘‘worse than a genocide.’’ This
ethnic cleansing has taken the lives of over
250,000 Sikhs since 1984, over 200,000
Christians in Nagaland since 1947, over
60,000 Muslims in Kashmir since 1988, and
thousands upon thousands of Dalits, Assam-
ese, Manipuris, Tamils, and other minority
peoples. India claims that it is democratic, but
there is not democracy for these and other mi-
norities. Currently, there are 17 independence
movements in the nations under Indian con-
trol. Now India is joining with some of the
world’s most tyrannical police states in a joint
effort to ‘‘stop the U.S.’’ Not only that, but the
so-called ‘‘world’s largest democracy’’ orga-
nized the meeting.

We must stop funneling American money to
countries that are repressive and are con-
spiring with our enemies against this country.
We should place stringent economic sanctions
on India to stop the repression and the anti-
American activities, and we should apply
every kind of peaceful pressure that we can to
secure for the minority peoples and nations of
South Asia the right to determine their own fu-
tures democratically in a free and fair vote, not
by the force of Indian bayonets. This is our
duty to the people of the world. We must
begin today.

I would like my colleagues to read the In-
dian Express article, which is alarming, so I
would like to submit it for the RECORD.

GEORGE LEADS ENVOYS IN BASHING ‘A
VULGARLY ARROGANT US’

New Delhi, May 17: Yugoslavia, Iraq, Cuba,
Libya, Russia, China—and India. That these
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countries produce the world’s finest boxers
probably had something to do with a session
of US-bashing inside stuffy, old Sapru House
in Delhi today. And also that each one of
them have had a diplomatic disagreement
with the US some time or the other. Defence
Minister George Fernandes’ Samata Party
had organised the meeting ‘‘to denounce the
US-led NATO’s aggression on Yugoslavia’’.
Fernandes, typically led from the front
against a ‘‘much stronger and a vulgarly ar-
rogant United States’’ since the days of the
Vietnam war. Envoys from the other six
countries to India added a long list of adjec-
tives in the same vein.

‘‘We have to stop the US,’’ agreed every-
one, ‘‘It started with Iraq, now Yugoslavia.
We don’t know who’s next.’’ In their anxiety,
and in their furious speeches, there were sub-
tle messages being put across. Like Yugoslav
Ambassador Cedomir Strbac’s statement
that Belgrade was ready to ‘‘guarantee all
Kosovars substantial autonomy’’ in accord-
ance with international standards.

‘‘But only if NATO stops its air strikes and
a political dialogue is initiated in accord-
ance with Gandhinan principles. We are
ready to accept a solution which respects our

freedom, sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity,’’ he said.

Others said the Cold War may be over, and
the USSR may have disintegrated, but watch
out for a new world order. ‘‘They (the US)
are showing Russia and others what they can
do. We want India and China to join us in
stopping US attempts to dominate the world.
The equation is: To be, or not to be,’’ said
Russian Ambassador Albert S. Tchernshyev.

‘‘The forthcoming 21st century should not
witness a unipolar world,’’ added China’s po-
litical counsellor Liu Jenfeng, venting Chi-
na’s anger over NATO’s bombing the Chinese
embassy in Belgrade which left three dead
and 20 injured.

The ambassadors from Cuba, Libya and
Iraq narrated their stories to express support
for ‘‘Yugoslavia’s resilience’’. ‘‘How can they
pretend to solve a conflict by using destruc-
tive weapons themselves. For 38 years, they
have held us to ransom with embargos,’’ said
Cuban Ambassador Olga Chamero Trias. ‘‘We
have been called terrorists and law-breakers
all these years. Now who is breaking the
law?’’ said Libyan Ambassador Nuri Al-
Fituri El-Madani. ‘‘People in Kosovo are be-
coming refugees because they are fleeing

from the bombing, not because there is eth-
nic cleansing. We in Iraq know what it
means to live in the middle of bombs explod-
ing all around,’’ said Iraqi ambassador Salah
Al-Mukhtar.

George Fernandes agreed, and summarised.
He said the US has run away from all norms
set by the United Nations. ‘‘The UN hardly
has a say these days, America merely wished
its way to doing what it’s doing. Therefore,
we (referring to Russia, China, India, Libya,
Cuba, Iraq and Libya) who represent more
than half the world’s population must get to-
gether to stop the US-led NATO hegemony.’’

He pointed out that the new doctrine
adopted by NATO on its 50th anniversary on
April 23, when Yugoslav towns were being
bombed, made it clear that the military alli-
ance was free to attack any sovereign coun-
try if it ‘‘thought that country was doing or
was likely to do anything against the inter-
ests of any NATO country’’. Fernandes
added: ‘‘That the United States is the author
of this doctrine does not need to be
emphasised here.’’

At the end of it all, inside the stuffy, old
auditorium, an emotional Yugoslav ambas-
sador Strbac stood up and said ‘‘Jai Hind’’.
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
May 20, 1999 may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

MAY 24

1 p.m.
Aging

To hold hearings to examine Health Care
Financing Administration assessment’s
of home health care access.

SD–366
1:30 p.m.

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

Business meeting to markup proposed
legislation making appropriations for
fiscal year 2000 for the Department of
Defense.

SD–192

MAY 25

9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To hold hearings on S.798, to promote
electronic commerce by encouraging
and facilitating the use of encryption
in interstate commerce consistent with
the protection of national security.

SR–253
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

Business meeting to consider the Health
Information Confidentiality Act;
S.Con.Res.28, urging the Congress and
the President to increase funding for
the Pell Grant Program and existing
Campus-Based Aid Programs; the nom-
ination of James Roger Angel, of Ari-
zona, to be a Member of the Board of
Trustees of the Barry Goldwater Schol-
arship and Excellence in Education
Foundation; and the nomination of
Zalmay Khalilzad, of Maryland, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of
the United States Institute of Peace.

SD–628
Year 2000 Technology Problem

To hold hearings to explore individual
and community Y2K preparedness, and
the media’s role in providing Y2K in-
formation.

SH–216
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold oversight hearings on state
progress in retail electricity competi-
tion.

SD–366

10 a.m.
Environment and Public Works

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for programs of the
Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Liability, and Compensation
Act of 1980 (Superfund).

SD–406
Foreign Relations
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on political and mili-

tary developments in India.
SD–562

Finance
To resume oversight hearings on the en-

forcement activities of the United
States Customs Service, focusing on
commercial operations.

SD–215
Judiciary

To hold hearings to review the Library of
Congress’ Copyright Office report on
distance education in the digital envi-
ronment.

SD–226
Small Business

To hold hearings relating to education
and business success.

SR–428A
2:15 p.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Aviation Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for research and de-
velopment programs for the Federal
Aviation Administration, Department
of Transportation.

SR–253
Energy and Natural Resources
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and

Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S.140, to establish

the Thomas Cole National Historic Site
in the State of New York as an affili-
ated area of the National Park System;
S.734, entitled the ‘‘National Discovery
Trails Act of 1999’’; S.762, to direct the
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a
feasibility study on the inclusion of the
Miami Circle in Biscayne National
Park; S.938, to eliminate restrictions
on the acquisition of certain land con-
tiguous to Hawaii Volcanoes National
Park; S.939, to correct spelling errors
in the statutory designations of Hawai-
ian National Parks; S.946, to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to trans-
fer administrative jurisdiction over
land within the boundaries of the Home
of Franklin D. Roosevelt National His-
toric Site to the Archivist of the
United States for the construction of a
visitor center; and S.955, to allow the
National Park Service to acquire cer-
tain land for addition to the Wilderness
Battlefied in Virginia, as previously
authorized by law, by purchase or ex-
change as well as by donation.

SD–366

MAY 26

9:30 a.m.
Environment and Public Works

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for programs of the
Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Liability, and Compensation
Act of 1980 (Superfund).

SD–406
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Employment, Safety and Training Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine mine safety

and health issues.
SD–628

Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on Native

American Youth Activities and Initia-
tives.

SR–485
10 a.m.

Judiciary
Immigration Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine immigrant
contributions to the United States
Armed Forces.

SD–226
Foreign Relations

To hold hearings to examine a protocol
to reconstitute the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty with four new part-
ners.

SD–562
2 p.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold oversight hearings on activities

of the Federal Communications Com-
mission.

SR–253
Intelligence

To hold closed hearings on pending intel-
ligence matters.

SH–219
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S.510, to preserve the

sovereignty of the United States over
public lands and acquired lands owned
by the United States, and to preserve
State sovereignty and private property
rights in non-Federal lands sur-
rounding those public lands and ac-
quired lands.

SD–366

MAY 27

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on the nomination of
David L. Goldwyn, of the District of
Columbia to be an Assistant Secretary
of Energy (International Affairs).

SD–366
10 a.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on S.761, to regulate

interstate commerce by electronic
means by permitting and encouraging
the continued expansion of electronic
commerce through the operation of
free market forces.

SR–253
Foreign Relations
East Asian and Pacific Affairs Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine the Chinese

Embassy bombing and its effects on
United States-China relations.

SD–562
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for the National En-
dowment for the Arts.

SD–628
2 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Water and Power Subcommittee

To hold hearings on S.623, to amend Pub-
lic Law 89-108 to increase authorization
levels for State and Indian tribal, mu-
nicipal, rural, and industrial water sup-
plies, to meet current and future water
quantity and quality needs of the Red
River Valley, to deauthorize certain
project features and irrigation service
areas, to enhance natural resources
and fish and wildlife habitat; S.244, to
authorize the construction of the Lewis
and Clark Rural Water System and to
authorize assistance to the Lewis and
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Clark Rural Water System, Inc., a non-
profit corporation, for the planning and
construction of the water supply sys-
tem; S.769, to provide a final settle-
ment on certain debt owed by the city
of Dickinson, North Dakota, for the
construction of the bascule gates on
the Dickinson Dam; and S.1027, to reau-
thorize the participation of the Bureau
of Reclamation in the Deschutes Re-
sources Conservancy.

SD–366
Foreign Relations

To hold hearings on the nomination of
David B. Sandalow, of the District of
Columbia, to be Assistant Secretary of
State for Oceans and International En-
vironmental and Scientific Affairs.

SD–562
2:30 p.m.

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Aging Subcommittee

To resume hearings on issues relating to
the Older Americans Act.

SD–628

JUNE 9
9:30 a.m.

Environment and Public Works
Transportation and Infrastructure Sub-

committee
To resume hearings on the implementa-

tion of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st century.

SD–406
2 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Water and Power Subcommittee

To hold oversight hearings on the proc-
ess to determine the future of the four
lower Snake River dams and conduct
oversight on the Northwest Power
Planning Council’s Framework Proc-
ess.

SD–366

JUNE 17

9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To hold hearings on mergers and consoli-
dations in the communications indus-
try.

SR–253

Environment and Public Works
To hold hearings on S.533, to amend the

Solid Waste Disposal Act to authorize
local governments and Governors to re-
strict receipt of out-of-State municipal
solid waste; and S.872, to impose cer-
tain limits on the receipt of out-of-
State municipal solid waste, to author-
ize State and local controls over the
flow of municipal solid waste.

SD–406

SEPTEMBER 28

9:30 a.m.
Veterans Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations
of the American Legion.

345 Cannon Building
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HIGHLIGHTS

House Committees ordered reported 18 sundry measures, including the
Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA, and Related Agencies appro-
priation for Fiscal Year 2000 and the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S5507–S5632
Measures Introduced: Twelve bills were intro-
duced, as follows: S. 1074–1085.              Pages S5586–87

Juvenile Justice: Senate continued consideration of
S. 254, to reduce violent juvenile crime, promote ac-
countability by rehabilitation of juvenile criminals,
and punish and deter violent gang crime, taking ac-
tion on the following amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                                    Pages S5507–83

Adopted:
By 56 yeas to 43 nays (Vote No. 127), Sessions/

Inhofe Amendment No. 357, relating to the place-
ment of a disclaimer on materials produced, procured
or disseminated as a result of funds made available
under this Act.                                 Pages S5522–23, S5527–28

By 81 yeas to 17 nays (Vote No. 129), Hatch (for
Santorum) Amendment No. 360, to encourage States
to incarcerate individuals convicted of murder, rape,
or child molestation.                                         Pages S5525–29

Ashcroft Amendment No. 361, to provide for
school safety and violence prevention and teacher li-
ability protection measures.             Pages S5524–25, S5529

Hatch/Leahy Amendment No. 363, to make cer-
tain additions and modifications to the bill, includ-
ing the establishment of a School Security Tech-
nology Center to provide resources to local edu-
cational agencies for school security assessments, se-
curity technology development, technology avail-
ability and implementation, and technical assistance
relating to improving school security, and to provide
funding for school security programs and to address
drug, gang, and youth violence problems.
                                                                                    Pages S5549–59

By 66 yeas to 34 nays (Vote No. 131), McConnell
Amendment No. 365, to discourage the promotion

of violence in motion pictures and television produc-
tions.                                                            Pages S5574–78, S5582

Rejected:
Wellstone Modified Amendment No. 358, to pro-

vide for additional mental health and student service
providers. (By 61 yeas to 38 nays (Vote No. 128),
Senate tabled the amendment.)      Pages S5523–24, S5528

Wellstone/Kennedy Amendment No. 364, to pro-
vide for juvenile delinquency prevention efforts and
system improvement efforts designed to reduce,
without establishing or requiring numerical stand-
ards or quotas, the disproportionate number of juve-
nile members of racial minority groups who come
into contact with the juvenile justice system. (By 52
yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 130), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                            Pages S5559–74, S5582

Boxer Amendment No. 319, to reduce both juve-
nile crime and the risk that youth will become vic-
tims of crime and to improve academic and social
outcomes for students by providing productive ac-
tivities during after school hours. (By 53 yeas to 47
nays (Vote No. 132), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S5578–82

Pending:
Frist Amendment No. 355, to amend the Individ-

uals with Disabilities Education Act and the Gun-
Free Schools Act of 1994 to authorize schools to
apply appropriate discipline measures in cases where
students have firearms.                                    Pages S5529–49

Wellstone Amendment No. 356, to improve the
juvenile delinquency prevention challenge grant pro-
gram.                                                                                Page S5507

Lautenberg/Kerrey Amendment No. 362, to regu-
late the sale of firearms at gun shows.    Pages S5508–22

Lott (for Smith (of Oregon)/Jeffords) Amendment
No. 366, to reverse provisions relating to pawn and
other gun transactions.                                            Page S5583
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A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill and cer-
tain pending amendments, on Thursday, May 20,
1999, with votes to occur on Amendment Nos. 362
and 366.                                                                          Page S5583

Appointment:
Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group: The

Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 276d-276g, as amended, appointed the
following Senators as members of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group
during the First Session of the 106th Congress, to
be held in Quebec City, Canada, May 20–24, 1999:
Senators Grassley, Inhofe, DeWine, Grams,
Voinovich, and Akaka.                                            Page S5632

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

37 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
35 Army nominations in the rank of general.
1 Marine Corps nomination in the rank of general.
1 Navy nomination in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Army and Navy.         Page S5632

Communications:                                             Pages S5584–86

Statements on Introduced Bills:     Pages S5587–S5605

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S5605–06

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S5606–28

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S5628

Authority for Committees:                                Page S5628

Additional Statements:                                Pages S5628–32

Record Votes: Six record votes were taken today.
(Total—132)                                      Pages S5527–29, S5581–82

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m., and ad-
journed at 10:13 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Thursday,
May 20, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S5632.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—DEFENSE
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Defense
concluded hearings on proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 2000 for the Department of Defense, fo-
cusing on the budget and posture of the United
States Army, after receiving testimony from Louis
Caldera, Secretary of the Army; and Gen. Dennis J.
Reimer, USA, Chief of Staff.

APPROPRIATIONS—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations held hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 2000 for foreign assistance pro-
grams, receiving testimony from Robert E. Rubin,
Secretary of the Treasury.

Subcommittee will meet again tomorrow.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported the following business
items:

S. 109, to improve protection and management of
the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area in
the State of Georgia, with an amendment;

S. 323, to redesignate the Black Canyon of the
Gunnison National Monument as a national park
and establish the Gunnison National Conservation
Area, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute;

S. 415, to protect the permanent trust funds of
the State of Arizona from erosion due to inflation
and modify the basis on which distributions are
made from those funds;

S. 416, to direct the Secretary of Agriculture to
convey the city of Sisters, Oregon, a certain parcel
of land for use in connection with a sewage treat-
ment facility, with an amendment;

S. 441, to amend the National Trails System Act
to designate the route of the War of 1812 British
invasion of Maryland and Washington, District of
Columbia, and the route of the American defense,
for study for potential addition to the national trails
system, with an amendment;

S. 548, to establish the Fallen Timbers Battlefield
and Fort Miamis National Historical Site in the
State of Ohio, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute;

S. 607, to reauthorize and amend the National
Geologic Mapping Act of 1992;

S. 698, to review the suitability and feasibility of
recovering costs of high altitude rescues at Denali
National Park and Preserve in the State of Alaska;

S. 700, to amend the National Trails System Act
to designate the Ala Kahakai Trail as a National
Historic Trail, with an amendment;

S. 744, to provide for the continuation of higher
education through the conveyance of certain public
lands in the State of Alaska to the University of
Alaska, with an amendment;

S. 748, to improve Native hiring and contracting
by the Federal Government within the State of Alas-
ka, with an amendment;
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S. 776, to authorize the National Park Service to
conduct a feasibility study for the preservation of the
Loess Hills in western Iowa, with an amendment;

H.R. 154, to provide for the collection of fees for
the making of motion pictures, television produc-
tions, and sound tracks in National Park System and
National Wildlife Refuge System units, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and

H.R. 449, to authorize the Gateway Visitor Cen-
ter at Independence National Historical Park.

Also, Committee began mark up of S. 608, to
amend the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, but
did not complete consideration thereon, and recessed
subject to call.

YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic Preservation,
and Recreation concluded oversight hearings on the
status of the Youth Conservation Corps and other
service and job training programs conducted by the
National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management,
Forest Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, after receiving testimony from Robert G. Stan-
ton, Director, National Park Service, Department of
the Interior; Mike Dombeck, Chief, Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture; Dale M. Penny, Arling-
ton, Virginia, and Katorra C. Wright, Washington,
D.C., both on behalf of the Student Conservation
Association; Andrew O. Moore, National Association
of Service and Conservation Corps, Washington,

D.C.; and Dwayne Lefthand, Rocky Mountain Youth
Corps, Ranchos de Taos, New Mexico.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Finance: Committee met in closed and
open session and ordered favorably reported an origi-
nal bill, The Affordable Education Act of 1999.

INDIAN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 613, to encourage Indian economic
development, to provide for the disclosure of Indian
tribal sovereign immunity in contracts involving In-
dian tribes, and S. 614, to provide for regulatory re-
form in order to encourage investment, business, and
economic development with respect to activities con-
ducted on Indian lands, after receiving testimony
from Jonathan M. Orszag, Assistant Secretary and
Director of Policy and Strategic Planning, Depart-
ment of Commerce; Michael J. Anderson, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian Affairs;
David Tovey, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation, Pendleton, Oregon; and Dennis
Horn, Holland and Knight, Washington, D.C.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee will meet again on Wednesday, May
26.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 20 public bills, H.R. 1858–1877;
2 private bills, H.R. 1878–1879; and 3 resolutions,
H. Res. 181–183, were introduced.         Pages H3391–92

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
H. Res. 179, providing for consideration of the

Senate amendment to H.R. 4, to declare it to be the
policy of the United States to deploy a national mis-
sile defense (H. Rept. 106–150); and

H. Res. 180, providing for consideration of H.R.
883, to preserve the sovereignty of the United States
over public lands and acquired lands owned by the
United States, and to preserve State sovereignty and
private property rights in non-Federal lands sur-
rounding those public lands and acquired lands (H.
Rept. 106–151).                                                         Page H3391

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Col-
lins to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                            Page H3299

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Authorization Act of 1999: By a yea and nay vote
of 259 yeas to 168 nays, Roll No. 139, the House
passed H.R. 1654, to authorize appropriations for
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.   Pages H3304–52

Agreed to the Committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by the rule.
                                                                                            Page H3351

Agreed To:
The Rohrabacher amendment that clarifies the

provisions dealing with the International Space Sta-
tion, Pathfinder Operability Demonstration Program,
100th Anniversary of Flight Educational Initiative,
and the Ultra Efficient Engine;                  Pages H3318–20
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The Traficant amendment that strikes the Ultra
Efficient Engine funding limitation in Section 103,
Science, Aeronautics, and Technology;    Pages H3320–21

The Smith of Michigan amendment that requires
a plan by NASA and the Department of Agriculture
to inform farmers and other prospective users about
the use and availability of remote sensing products
that may assist with agricultural and forestry appli-
cations;                                                                     Pages H3321–22

The Traficant en bloc amendment that expresses
the sense of Congress that entities receiving assist-
ance should purchase only American made equip-
ment and products and requires the Administrator to
select abandoned and underutilized buildings and fa-
cilities in depressed communities that can be con-
verted to NASA facilities at a reasonable cost;
                                                                                            Page H3322

The Cook amendment that directs NASA to allo-
cate resources to accelerate the initiatives promoting
commercial participation in the International Space
Station, consider the impact on commercial partici-
pation in policy and program priorities, and publish
a list, not later than 90 days after enactment, of the
opportunities for this participation;          Pages H3322–23

The Salmon amendment that requires the Admin-
istrator to place anti-drug messages on Internet sites
controlled by NASA;                                        Pages H3328–29

The Sweeney amendment that requires NASA to
certify, in advance of any agreement with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, that the exchange of tech-
nology will not improve the Chinese missile or space
launch capabilities and requires an annual audit by
the Inspector General of the policies dealing with
the export of technologies and the transfer of sci-
entific and technical information;                      Page H3345

The Weiner amendment that authorizes additional
funding of $11 million for aircraft noise reduction
technology (agreed to by a recorded vote of 225 ayes
to 203 noes, Roll No. 134);           Pages H3323–28, H3346

Rejected:
The Roemer amendment that sought to limit the

total funding for the International Space Station in-
cluding the space shuttle launch costs associated
with its assembly (rejected by a recorded vote of 114
ayes to 315 noes, Roll No. 135);
                                                                Pages H3329–37, H3346–47

The Roemer amendment that sought to terminate
all contracts necessary to remove the Russian Gov-
ernment as a partner in the International Space Sta-
tion Program but allow NASA to participate with
the Russian Government, entities, or contractors on
a commercial basis (rejected by a recorded vote of
117 ayes to 313 noes, Roll No. 136);
                                                                Pages H3337–41, H3347–48

The Roemer amendment that sought to cancel the
International Space Station program (rejected by a

recorded vote of 92 ayes to 337 noes, Roll No. 137);
and                                                               Pages H3341–44, H3348

The Bateman amendment that sought to increase
funding for Aeronautical Research and Technology
funding by $100 million and decrease International
Space Station funding accordingly (rejected by a re-
corded vote of 140 ayes to 286 noes, Roll No. 138).
                                                                                    Pages H3348–51

The Clerk was authorized in the engrossment of
H.R. 1654 to make technical corrections to reflect
the actions of the House and was directed to make
the following specific changes: In the instruction to
strike in the amendment by Representative Traficant
to section 103(4)(A)(i) delete the phrase ‘‘focused
program, and’’, and apply the same instruction to
strike to section 103(4)(B)(i) and section 103(4)(C)(i)
with respect to fiscal years 2001 and 2002.
                                                                                            Page H3352

H. Res. 174, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to earlier by voice vote.
                                                                                    Pages H3302–03

National Weather Service and Related Agencies
Authorization Act of 1999: The House passed
H.R. 1553, to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2000 and fiscal year 2001 for the National Weather
Service, Atmospheric Research, and National Envi-
ronmental Satellite, Data and Information Service ac-
tivities of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.                                                   Pages H3352–60

Agreed to the Committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by the rule.
                                                                                            Page H3360

On a demand for a separate vote, rejected the
Costello amendment that sought to increase total
funding by 3 percent except for the amounts author-
ized for Procurement, Acquisition, and Construction
by a division vote of 3 ayes to 5 noes (the amend-
ment was previously agreed to in the Committee of
the Whole).                                                                   Page H3360

Agreed To:
The Calvert amendment that clarifies that the Na-

tional Weather Service is responsible to provide
weather warnings and forecasts for the protection of
life and property of the general public and the U.S.
Government is obligated to provide such service
under international aviation agreements;       Page H3357

The Traficant amendment that requires compli-
ance with the ‘‘Buy America Act’’ and expresses the
sense of Congress regarding the notice to prohibit
contracts with any person who intentionally affixes a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription to a product not
made in the United States.                                   Page H3357

The Costello amendment that sought to increase
total funding by 3 percent except for the amounts
authorized for Procurement, Acquisition, and Con-
struction; and                                                       Pages H3358–59
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The Hutchinson amendment that expresses the
sense of the Congress that the National Weather
Service must take into account the life threatening
nature of weather patterns in Wind Zone IV, other-
wise known as tornado alley, before making any de-
termination on the closure of any of its local weather
service offices (agreed to by a division vote of 5 ayes
to 3 noes).                                                Pages H3357–58, H3360

The Clerk was authorized in the engrossment of
H.R. 1553 to make technical corrections to reflect
the actions of the House.                                       Page H3360

H. Res. 175, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to earlier by voice vote.
                                                                                    Pages H3303–04

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
appears on page H3299.
Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on page
H3393.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Six recorded votes devel-
oped during the proceedings of the House today and
appear on pages H3346, H3346–47, H3347–48,
H3348, H3351, and H3352. There were no quorum
calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
adjourned at 10:07 p.m.

Committee Meetings
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION REAUTHORIZATION
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on Risk Man-
agement, Research and Specialty Crops, continued
hearings on Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion Reauthorization. Testimony was heard from
public witnesses.

Hearings continue tomorrow.

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT,
FDA, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS; BUDGET ALLOCATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Ordered reported the Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies appropriation for
fiscal year 2000.

The Committee also approved Suballocations of
Budget Allocations for fiscal year 2000.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
ACT
Committee on Armed Services: Ordered reported amend-
ed H.R. 1401, National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001.

WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT
Committee on Commerce: Ordered reported amended
H.R. 1180, Work Incentives Improvement Act of
1999.

CHEMICAL SAFETY INFORMATION AND
SITE SECURITY ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
Environment, hearing on H.R. 1790, Chemical Safe-
ty Information and Site Security Act of 1999. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Justice: Ivan K. Fong, Deputy Asso-
ciate Attorney General; and Robert Burnham, Chief,
Domestic Terrorism Section, FBI; Timothy Fields,
Jr., Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response, EPA; and public
witnesses.

Hearings continue May 26.

OLDER AMERICANS ACT AMENDMENTS
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Postsecondary Education, Training,
and Life Long Learning held a hearing on H.R. 782,
Older Americans Act Amendments Act of 1999.
Testimony was heard from Marnie S. Shaul, Asso-
ciate Director, Education and Employment Issues,
GAO; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Workforce Protections approved for
full Committee action the following bills: H.R.
1459, Models of Safety and Health Excellence Act of
1999; H.R. 1439, Safety and Health Audit Pro-
motion and Whistleblower Improvement Act of
1999; H.R. 987, Workplace Preservation Act; and
H.R. 1381, Rewarding Performance in Compensa-
tion Act, 10:30 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS
Committee on Government Reform: Ordered reported the
following bills: H.R. 974, amended, District of Co-
lumbia College Access Act; H.R. 1074, amended,
Regulatory Right-to-Know Act of 1999; H.R. 206,
to provide for greater access to child care services for
Federal employees; H.R. 100, to establish designa-
tions for United States Postal Service buildings in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; H.R. 197, to designate
the facility of the United States Postal Service at 410
North 6th Street in Garden City, Kansas, as the
‘‘Clifford R. Hope Post Office’’; H.R. 1191, to des-
ignate certain facilities of the United States Postal
Service in Chicago, Illinois; H.R. 1251, to designate
the United States Postal Service building located at
8850 South 700 East, Sandy, Utah, as the ‘‘Noal
Cushing Bateman Post Office Building’’; H.R. 1377,
to designate the facility of the United States Postal
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Service at 13234 South Baltimore Avenue in Chi-
cago, Illinois, as the ‘‘John J. Buchanan Post Office
Building’’; H.R. 28, Quality Child Care for Federal
Employees Act; H.R. 1442, amended, Law Enforce-
ment and Public Safety Enhancement Act of 1999;
H.R. 1219, amended, Construction Industry Pay-
ment Protection Act of 1999; and H.R. 457, Organ
Donor Leave Act.

The Committee also approved the following: a
draft report entitled: ‘‘Making the Federal Govern-
ment Accountable: Enforcing the Mandate for Effec-
tive Financial Management’’; and the release of Inter-
rogatories and Documents related to Committee in-
vestigation of illegal fundraising.

OVERSIGHT—MINERALS MANAGEMENT
SERVICE’S ROYALTY VALUATION
PROGRAM
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information, and Tech-
nology held an oversight hearing on the Minerals
Management Service’s Royalty Valuation Program.
Testimony was heard from Susan Kladiva, Associate
Director, Energy, Resources, and Science Issues, Re-
sources, Community, and Economic Development
Division, GAO; the following officials of the Depart-
ment of the Interior: Sylvia Baca, Acting Assistant
Secretary, Land and Minerals Management; and Rob-
ert Williams, Acting Inspector General; and public
witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Ordered reported the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 1659, amended, National Police
Training Commission Act of 1999; H.R. 462, to
clarify that governmental pension plans of the pos-
sessions of the United States shall be treated in the
same manner as State pension plans for purposes of
the limitation on the State income taxation of pen-
sion income; and H.R. 576. to amend title 4,
United States Code, to add the Martin Luther King,
Jr. holiday to the list of days on which the flag
should especially be displayed.

The Committee also approved private relief bills.

AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY
PROTECTION ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a modi-
fied open rule providing 1 hour of debate on
H.R. 883, American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act.

The rule provides that the bill will be open for
amendment at any point and that the amendment
process shall not exceed 4 hours. The rule makes in
order only those amendments preprinted in the Con-
gressional Record and pro forma amendments for the
purpose of debate. The rule provides that the amend-

ments may be offered only by the Member who
caused it to be printed or his designee, shall be con-
sidered as read, and may be amended.

The rule allows the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole to postpone votes during consideration
of the bill, and to reduce voting time to five min-
utes on a postponed question if the vote follows a
fifteen minute vote. Finally, the rule provides one
motion to recommit, with or without instructions.
Testimony was heard from Chairman Young and
Representatives Miller of California and Vento.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE
DEPLOYMENT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
which makes in order a motion to concur in the Sen-
ate amendment in the House to the bill, H.R. 4, to
declare it to be the policy of the United States to
deploy a national missile defense. The rule provides
1 hour of debate on the motion equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Armed Services.

VETERAN’S MILLENNIUM HEALTH CARE
ACT
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on
Health held a hearing on Veteran’s Millennium
Health Care Act. Testimony was heard from Ken-
neth W. Kitzer, M.D., Under Secretary, Health, De-
partment of Veterans Affairs; and representatives of
veterans’ organizations.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
MAY 20, 1999

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign

Operations, to continue hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 2000 for foreign assistance programs,
10:30 a.m., SD–192.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: to
hold hearings on S. 97, to require the installation and use
by schools and libraries of a technology for filtering or
blocking material on the Internet on computers with
Internet access to be eligible to receive or retain universal
service assistance, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space, to
hold hearings on issues relating to commercial space, 2:30
p.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to resume
hearings to examine damage to the national security from
alleged Chinese espionage at the Department of Energy
nuclear weapons laboratories, 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

Subcommittee on Energy Research, Development, Pro-
duction and Regulation, to hold hearings on S. 348, to
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authorize and facilitate a program to enhance training, re-
search and development, energy conservation and effi-
ciency, and consumer education in the oilheat industry
for the benefit of oilheat consumers and the public, 2
p.m., SD–366.

Subcommittee on Energy Research, Development, Pro-
duction and Regulation, to hold joint oversight hearings
with the House Committee on Government Reform’s
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources and Regulatory Affairs, on the Administration’s
fiscal year 2000 budget request for climate change pro-
grams and compliance with various statutory provisions
in fiscal year 1999 appropriations acts requiring detailed
accounting of climate change spending and performance
measures for each requested increase in funding, 2:30
p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and
Nuclear Safety, to resume hearings on the Environmental
Protection Agency’s proposed sulfur standard for gasoline
as contained in the proposed Tier Two standards for auto-
mobiles, 9:30 a.m., SD–406.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: business meeting to
consider S. 746, to provide for analysis of major rules, to
promote the public’s right to know the costs and benefits
of major rules, and to increase the accountability of qual-
ity of Government; S. 59, to provide Government-wide
accounting of regulatory costs and benefits; S. 468, to
improve the effectiveness and performance of Federal fi-
nancial assistance programs, simplify Federal financial as-
sistance application and reporting requirements, and im-
prove the delivery of services to the public; the nomina-
tion of Eric T. Washington, of the District of Columbia,
to be an Associate Judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals; the nomination of Stephen H. Glick-
man, of the District of Columbia, to be an Associate
Judge of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals; the
nomination of Hiram E. Puig-Lugo, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an Associate Judge of the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia; the nomination of John T.
Spotila, of New Jersey, to be Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; S. 712, to amend title 39, United
States Code, to allow postal patrons to contribute to
funding for highway-rail grade crossing safety through
the voluntary purchase of certain specially issued United
States postage stamps; H.R. 858, to amend title 11, Dis-
trict of Columbia Code, to extend coverage under the
whistleblower protection provisions of the District of Co-
lumbia Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 to
personnel of the courts of the District of Columbia; and
S. 943, to authorize the Administrator of General Services
to restore, preserve, and operate the LBJ Presidential Of-
fice Suite in Austin, Texas, 10 a.m., SD–342.

Full Committee, to hold closed oversight hearings on the
national security methods and processes relating to the
Wen-Ho Lee espionage investigation, 1 p.m., S–407,
Capitol.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: to
resume hearings on proposed legislation authorizing funds

for programs of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, 10 a.m., SD–628.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: to hold hearings on S.
555, to amend title 38, United States Code, to authorize
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to continue payment of
monthly educational assistance benefits to veterans en-
rolled at educational institutions during periods between
terms if the interval between such periods does not ex-
ceed eight weeks; S. 695, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to establish a national cemetery for veterans
in the Atlanta, Georgia, metropolitan area; S. 940, to
provide a temporary authority for the use of voluntary
separation incentives by the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to reduce employment levels, restructure staff; and
S. 1076, to amend title 38, United States Code, to pro-
vide a cost-of-living adjustment in rates of compensation
paid to veterans with service-connected disabilities, to en-
hance programs providing health care, education, and
other benefits for veterans, to authorize major medical fa-
cility projects, to reform eligibility for burial in Arling-
ton National Cemetery, 2:15 p.m., SR–418.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Risk Man-

agement, Research and Specialty Crops, to continue hear-
ings on Commodity Futures Trading Commission Reau-
thorization, 9:30 a.m., 1300 Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, to mark up the following
appropriations for fiscal year 2000: Treasury, Postal Serv-
ice, and General Government; and Legislative, 9:30 a.m.,
2359 Rayburn.

Committee on Banking and Financial Services, hearing on
key international fiscal issues, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on the Budget, hearing on the Budget Process,
11 a.m., 210 Cannon.

Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy and
Power, to continue hearings on Electricity Competition,
focusing on PURPA, Stranded Costs, and the Environ-
ment, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing
on the Threat on Bioterrorism in America: Assessing the
Adequacy of Federal Law Relating to Dangerous Biologi-
cal Agents, 9:30 a.m., 2322 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and
Consumer Protection, hearing on Federal Communica-
tions Commission Reform: The States’ Perspective, 2
p.m., 2322 Rayburn.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, hearing on
Academic Achievement for All: Increasing Flexibility and
Improving Student Performance and Accountability, 9:30
a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources,
hearing on School Violence: What is Being Done to
Combat School Violence? What should be Done? 10
a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, to mark up the following
measures: H.R. 102, the National Youth Crime Preven-
tion Demonstration Act; H.R. 1501, Consequences for
Juvenile Offenders Act of 1999; and H.J. Res. 33, pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
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States authorizing the Congress to prohibit the physical
desecration of the flag of the United States, 10 a.m.,
2141 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Courts, and Intellectual Property, to
mark up the following: H.R. 354, Collections of Informa-
tion Antipiracy Act; the American Inventors Protection
Act; H.R. 1565, Trademark Amendments Act of 1999;
the Multidistrict Trial Jurisdiction Act of 1999; H.R.
1761, Copyright Damages Improvement Act of 1999;
and H.R. 1225, United States Patent and Trademark Of-
fice Reauthorization Act, Fiscal Year 2000, 2 p.m., 2226
Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans, oversight hearing on
Steller Sea Lions, 2 p.m., 1334 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Forest and Forest Health, oversight
hearing on County Schools 25% Fund Stabilization, 10
a.m., 1334 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Water and Power, oversight hearing
on California Central Valley Water Management, 11 a.m.,
1324 Longworth.

Committee on Science, hearing on Security at the Depart-
ment of Energy: Who’s Protecting the Nation’s Secrets,
2 p.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Technology, hearing on Easing Traf-
fic Congestion and Improving Vehicle Safety: ITS and
Transportation Technology Solutions for the 21st Cen-
tury, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Bene-
fits, hearing on the following bills: H.R. 1071, Mont-

gomery GI Bill Improvement Act of 1999; and H.R.
1182, Servicemembers Educational Opportunity Act of
1999, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing
on National Cemeteries, including Arlington National
Cemetery, 10 a.m., 340 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, to mark up H.R. 1833,
Trade Agency Authorizations, Drug Free Borders and
Prevention of On-Line Pornography Act of 1999, 1 p.m.,
1100 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Human Resources, to mark up H.R.
1802, Foster Care Independence Act of 1999, 11 a.m.,
B–318 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight, hearing on U.S. Customs
Service passenger inspection operations, 9 a.m., 1100
Longworth.

Joint Meetings
Joint Meetings: Senate Committee on Energy and Nat-

ural Resources, Subcommittee on Energy Research, De-
velopment, Production and Regulation, to hold joint
oversight hearings with the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform’s Subcommittee on National Economic
Growth, Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs, on
the Administration’s fiscal year 2000 budget request for
climate change programs and compliance with various
statutory provisions in fiscal year 1999 appropriations acts
requiring detailed accounting of climate change spending
and performance measures for each requested increase in
funding, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Thursday, May 20

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will continue consider-
ation of S. 254, Juvenile Justice, with votes to occur on
Amendment Nos. 362 and 366. Also, Senate will con-
sider the conference report on H.R. 1141, Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations, with a vote to occur there-
on.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

10 a.m., Thursday, May 20

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 883,
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act (Modified
Open Rule, One Hour of General Debate); and

Agreeing to the Senate Amendment to H.R. 4, Na-
tional Missile Defense Act (One Hour of General Debate).
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